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1.1 .  The Purpose of  Research 
The purpose  of  this  thesis  i s  to  reconsider  and crys ta l l ize  funct ions  of  the  
adversat ive  coordinate  conjunct ion but  and the other  discourse  connect ives ,  
however,  s t i l l  and yet ,  based on Relevance  Theory.   Previous  s tudies  on  
connect ives  based on Relevance Theory are  not  perfect  and I  wi l l  indicate  
tha t  there  i s  room to  reconsider  them.  
So what  is  Relevance theory?   The sect ion 1 .2  wil l  g ive  you deta i l  
explanat ion on Relevance Theory,  but  I  would  l ike  to br ief ly  ment ion on i t  
here .   In  Hagashimor i  and Yoshimura  (2003) ,  Relevance  Theory  i s  
in t roduced as  fol lows:  
 
Relevance Theory is  considered to  develop an inference model  of  the  
two compet ing models  which have been suggested on communicat ion.   
One is  a  code model .   In  th is  model ,  communicat ion is  accomplished  
by encoding and decoding a  message.  … In  th is  theory,  inferences ,  
which in  rea l i ty  play  an  important  role  in  communicat ion,  do not  have 
any room to  contr ibute  to  the  in terpre ta t ion.   
     Another  theory is  an  inference  model  proposed by Grice  (1975) .   
… Sperber  and Wilson (1986)  suggest  Relevance Theory as  a  revised 
model  of  Grice’s  and emphasize  the  importance of  the  role  of  inference  
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in  the  in terpreta t ion of  u t terances .  
(Hagashimori  and Yoshimura  2003:11)  
 
In  Grice’s  (1975)  inference  model ,  ‘what  i s  sa id’ and ‘what  i s  
impl ica ted, ’ have to  be  separa ted.   Gr ice  (1975)  f i r s t  made a  sharp 
dis t inct ion between ‘what  i s  sa id’ and ‘what  i s  impl ica ted, ’ concerning the  
content  of  ut terance  (Hagashimori  and Yoshimura  2003:24) .  
In  this  thesis ,  I  wi l l  focus  on adversa t ive  connect ives .   Grice  (1975)  
and Relevance Theory both  are  based on inference models ,  but  the  
hypotheses  on connect ives  are  di fferent  f rom each other.   In  Grice’s  theory,  
connect ives  are  considered to  carry  convent ional  impl ica ture .   Cars ton 
(2002)’s  summary on Grice’s  theory  is  concise  and eas i ly  unders tandable .   
“Whi le  the  ‘what  i s  sa id’ of  an  ut terance  i s  the  proposi t ional  component  of  
the  bas ic  (or  ground-level)  speech acts  of  the  ut terance,  such as  asser t ing,  
te l l ing,  and asking,  these  impl icature-generat ing e lements  of  convent ional  
meaning comment  on,  or  re la te  one to  another,  the  ground-level  speech acts  
(Cars ton 2002:108) .”  
 
(1)  He is  an  Engl ishman;  he  is ,  therefore ,  brave.        (Grice  1989:25)  
(2)  a .  He (John)  i s  an  Engl ishman.  
   b .  John is  brave.  
   c .  (b)  i s  a  na tura l  conclus ion of  (a) .  
 
The  ut terance  of  (1)  would be  divided in to  two ground-level  s ta tements  
shown in  (2b)  and (2c) .   (2c)  shows the  higher- level  comment  on those  
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s ta tements .   Gr ice  (1989:362)  says ,  ‘ the  t ru th  or  fa ls i ty  of  h is  words i s  
determined by the  re la t ion of  h is  ground-floor  speech acts  to  the  world . ’  To 
put  i t  s imply,  ‘convent ional  impl icature’ i s  encoded meaning,  which does  not  
‘ touch the  t ru th-value  of  speaker ’s  words  (Grice  1989:362) . ’  
     In  Relevance  theory,  there  are  a lso  two types  of  meaning;  the  
conceptual  and the  procedural .   I t  i s  assumed that  the  connect ives  bear  
procedural  informat ion.   I  would  l ike  to  th ink about  whether  a l l  the  
connect ives  rea l ly  have  procedura l  informat ion.   In  my opinion,  some 
connect ives  should have conceptual  informat ion.  
     Addi t ional ly,  I  wi l l  focus  on what  d i fference wi l l  be  brought  by  
posi t ioning of  adversa t ive  conjunct ions.   Mainly funct ions  of  however  wi l l  
be  analyzed in  this  thes is .    
 
1.1 .1 .  Types  of  Conjunct ions  and Conjunct ive  Adverbs 
We wil l  see  types  of  conjunct ions  and conjunct ive  adverbs  in  1 .1 .1 .   The  
sect ion 1 .1 .2  speci f ica l ly  descr ibes  main problems to  be  discussed.  
Coordinate  conjunct ions  may be  used  to  show the  rela t ionship  between 
the  idea  expressed in  a  c lause  and the  idea  expressed in  the  res t  of  a  sentence .   
Somet imes,  they are  used to  indicate the  re la t ionship  between the  ideas  
expressed in  separate  sentences  in  informal  English .   On the  other  hand,  
conjunct ive  adverbs  are  used to  g ive  a  s ign of  the  re la t ionship  between the  
idea  expressed in  a  preceding c lause ,  sentence or  paragraph.   They are  a lso  
used to  show the  re la t ionship  between the  ideas  expressed in  separa te  
sentences  in  formal  Engl ish .   Conjunct ive  adverbs  are  s imilar  to  coordinate  
conjunct ions  in  that  both  can be  used to  in t roduce a  c lause  and to  indicate  
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the  re la t ionship  between the  ideas  expressed in  separate  sentences .  
     To c lar i fy  funct ions  of  each,  I  wi l l  weigh di fferences  between 
coordinate  conjunct ions  and conjunct ive  adverbs ,  compar ing the  two.   Araki  
e t  a l .  (1992)  divide  coordinate  conjunct ions  in to  four  groups;  (a)  copula t ive  
conjunct ions ,  (b)  d is junct ive  conjunctions ,  (c)  adversat ive  conjunct ions ,  and 
(d)  causal  conjunct ions .   Class i f ica t ion of  conjunct ive  adverbs  i s  not  a lways  
uniform,  but  I  would l ike  to  group conjunct ive  adverbs  into  four  c lasses  as  
shown below,  based on Otsuka’s  (1970)  c lass i f ica t ion.  
 
 
 coordinate  conjunct ions conjunct ive  adverbs  
(a)  Copulat ive  and a lso ,  bes ides ,  moreover,  e tc .  
(b)  Dis junct ive or  otherwise ,  e l se ,  e tc .  
(c)  Adversat ive but  however,  never theless ,  s t i l l ,  ye t ,  though,  e tc .  
(d)  Causal  so  so ,  therefore ,  thus ,  e tc .  
Figure  1  
 
For  the  purpose  of  c lar i fy ing what  funct ions  adversat ive  coordinate  
conjunct ions and conjunct ive  adverbs  have,  I  wi l l  t ry  to  answer  some 
quest ions ,  which are  presented in  the  next  sect ion.  
 
1.1 .2 .  Problem Presentat ion 
I t  i s  wel l -known that  the  coordinate  conjunct ion but  can be  replaced wi th  




(3)  a .   John is  a  Republ ican,  but  he’s  honest .  
 b .  John is  a  Republ ican;  however  he’s  honest .   (Blakemore  2002:119)  
(4)  a .  New York was  the  windies t  c i ty  in  the  Uni ted Sta tes  today,  but  
Chicago had l ight  winds .  
b .  New York was  the  windies t  c i ty  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  today;  however  
Chicago had l ight  winds .                             ( ib id. )  
(5)  a .   A:  Do a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
 B:  The 85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  St reet .  
 b .   A:  Do a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
 B:  The 85 and 86 do;  however  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  Street .  
 ( ib id . )  
 
However,  there  are  some cases  where  i t  i s  not  a l lowed.   Fraser  (1998:313)  
remarks  that  but  and however  a re  c losely  re la ted and that  however  i s  the  
more  res t r ic ted  of  the  two.  
 
(6)  [speaker,  who is  in  shock,  has  been given a  whisky] 
a .    But  I  don’t  dr ink.  
b .  ?  However,  I  don’t  dr ink.                  (Blakemore 2002:118)  
(7)  a .  He’s  not  c lever,  but  hardworking.  
 b .  ?  He’s  not  c lever ;  however  not  [s ic . ]  hardworking.      (op.c i t . :117)  
 
My f i rs t  quest ion is  what  are  di fferences  between but  and however .  
     As  par t  of  my research,  I  wi l l  take  up the  i ssues  on the  co-occurrence  
of  but  and  however .   Quirk  (1985)  says  that  i t  i s  redundant  and therefore ,  
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not  preferable .   
 
(8)  a*You can phone the  doctor  i f  you l ike ,  but  however ,  I  very  much doubt  
whether  you wi l l  get  h im to  come out  on a  Saturday night .   
b .?You can phone the  doctor  i f  you l ike ,  but  I  very  much doubt ,  however ,  
whether  you wi l l  get  h im to  come out  on a  Saturday night .  
(Quirk  e t  a l .  1985:646)  
 
In  fac t ,  however,  there  are  many tokens  in  publ ished mat ters .    
 
(9)  When she was  only  f i f teen,  there  was  a  gent leman at  my brother  
Gardiner ’s  in  town,  so much in  love  wi th  her,  that  my s is ter- in- law was  
sure  he  would make her  an offer  before  we came away.   But however  
he  d id  not .       (Jane Austen (1813/1906) .  Pride  and Prejudice ,  
p64.  Edinburg:  J .  Grant)  
(10)  The chief  diplomat ic  and mi l i ta ry  off icers  of  th is  Government  a l l  were  
ins t ructed to  fol low the  same course .  And s ince  that  n ight  on March 31,  
each of  the  candidates  has  had di ffer ing ideas  about  the  Government’s  
pol icy,  but  general ly  speaking,  however ,  throughout  the  campaign we 
have been able  to  present  a  uni ted voice ,  support ing our  Government  
and suppor t ing our  men in  Vietnam. 
(November  1 ,  1968,  Text  of  Pres ident  Johnson’s  Broadcas t  to  the  Nat ion 
Announcing a  Bombing Hal t .  Fol lowing is  a  t ranscr ipt  of  President  
Johnson’s  address  to  the  nat ion las t  n ight  as  recorded by The New York 
Times )  
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The examples  show that  the  acceptabi l i ty  of  the  co-occurrence is  lower  when 
however  occurs  a t  the  beginning of  the  sentence  than in  the  middle  of  the  
sentence .   Some grammarians  observe  the  di fference of  the  acceptabi l i ty,  
but  can i t  be  t rue?   As  you can see  in  (9)  and (10) ,  both  cases  are  found in  
l i tera ture ,  ar t ic les ,  and t ranscr ipts  of  programs.   Quest ions  ar ise  here :   
what  makes  the  co-occurrence  poss ible?   I f  but  and however  funct ion  in  
exact ly  the  same way,  i t  should  be  redundant .    
     Remember  tha t  o ther  adversa t ive  connect ives  s t i l l  and yet  can be  used  
wi th the  co-ordinate  conjunct ion but .  
 
(11)  a .  I t ’s  cer ta in ly  cold ,  but  st i l l  i t  might  be  colder.  
(Otsuka e t  a l .  1969:506)  
 b .  Clare  d idn’t  do  much work,  but  she  st i l l  passed the  exam. 
(LDOCE3 )  
(12)  I t ’s  very  f ine weather  for  a  walk,  but  yet  I  don’t  th ink I ’ l l  go  out . 1  
(Otsuka e t  a l .  1969:506)  
 
Why is  i t  possible  tha t  the  adversa t ive  s t i l l  and yet  co-occur  wi th  the  
adversat ive  conjunct ion but?  
     By the way,  however  can appear  in  some posi t ions  of  a  sentence ,  
d i fferent ly  f rom conjunct ions .   In  the  next  example ,  you can see  however  in  
sentence- ini t ia l  pos i t ion.   Rudolph (1996:320)  says  tha t  the  example  (13)  
and (14)  are  ‘examples  of  the  appl icat ion of  however  in  scient i f ic  texts  wi th  
the  counter-argument  expressed an objec t ion to  the  thes is  in  the  foregoing 
                                                  
1  Yet  i s  immobi le  in  f ron t  o f  i t s  c l ause .  
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sentence. ’  ‘This  underl ies  the  observat ion that  i t  i s  typica l  of  wri t ten  
language where  i t  i s  even used for  in t roducing a  new paragraph (Rudolph 
1996:321) . ’  
 
(13)  The theory is  quantum gravi ty.   We do not  yet  know the  exact  form the  
correct  theory of  quantum gravi ty  wi l l  take .   However ,  cer ta in  fea tures  
can be  expected to  be  present  in  any viable  theory.  
(Rudolph 1996:320,  The Times 1993)  
(14)The two e lements ,  the  presupposing and the  presupposed,  may be  
s t ructural ly  re la ted to  each other,  or  they may not ;  i t  makes  no  
di fference  to  the  meaning of  the  cohes ive  re la t ion .  
    However ,  there  i s  a  sense  in  which the  sentence  is  a  s igni f icant  uni t  for  
cohesion precise ly  because  i t  i s  the  highest  uni t  of  grammat ical  
s t ructure:  i t  tends to  determine the  way in  which cohesion is  
EXPRESSED.                             (Rudolph 1996:320)  
 
However  i s  posi t ioned r ight  af ter  the  subject  of  the  sentence in  the  fol lowing 
example .  
 
(15)One could assume that  th is  s tyle  would soon be  superseded by something 
s terner.   But  the  general  impression was of  c leanness ,  a ler tness ,  a  
pleasant  readiness  to  take  responsibi l i ty.   This ,  however ,  seemed not  to  
be  his  a t t r ibute ,  but  ra ther  the  resul t  of  an act  of  wi l l—the col lect ive  act  
of  wi l l .           (Rudolph 1996:320,  Lessing Summer  180)  
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In  the  example  (15) ,  you wi l l  f ind however  in  the  f inal  posi t ion.   Rudolph 
(1996:321)  a l leges  that  ‘ the  connect ive  in  f inal  posi t ion can be  unders tood as  
i f  the  wr i ter  of  this  le t ter  to  the  edi tor  wished to  give his  words  a  marked 
adversat ive  touch a t  the  end.   In  h is  endeavour  to  emphasize  the  contras t ,  he  
cont inues  wi th  another  expl ic i t  adversa t ive  expression point ing into  the  same 
direct ion. ’  
 
(16)  Al l  my s tudying for  my profess ional  and univers i ty  examinat ions  was  by 
homework in  my spare  t ime as  I  could  not  afford  the  fees  for  law school  
or  univers i ty.   These  d i ff icul t ies  d id  not  make me feel  aggr ieved,  
however .   On the contrary ,  I  fe l t  pr iv i leged to  work and learn my 
t rade with  a  very f ine  f i rm of  sol ic i tors .    
(Rudolph 1996:320,  The Times 1993)  
 
In  the  fo l lowing example ,  however  cannot  be  subst i tu ted by but .   That  i s  
because ,  in  re la t ive  c lause ,  the  f i rs t  pos i t ion is  regular ly  reserved for  the  
re la t ive  pronoun and but  cannot  be  posi t ioned in  the  f i rs t  posi t ion of  the  
c lause .  
 
(17)  At  the  moment  the  boat  s lowly sank beneath them to  the  accompaniment  
of  p i teous  cr ies  f rom the  res t  of  the  passengers ,  who soon,  however,  
found that  they are  f lounder ing in  only  two feet  of  water,  the i r  vessel  
having for tunate ly  dr i f ted  over  a  sandbank.  
(Rudolph 1996:320,  Lodge SW 225)  
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     We conf i rmed here  that  middle ,  f inal ,  and ini t ia l  posi t ions  are  equal ly  
acceptable .   Rudolph (1996:320)  c la ims that  the  di fference depends  on 
s tyl i s t ic  and semant ic  reasons .   What  are  the  s tyl i s t ic  and semant ic  reasons?    
Rudolph’s  (1996)  words  remind me of  the  funct ion of  in tens i f iers .   
Let  us  have a  look a t  one  of  in tens i f iers  here .   To take  an ins tance of  only ,  
only  i s  supposed to  be  placed near  the  segment  which i t  modif ies ;  only  
appears  r ight  before  a  verb ,  an adject ive ,  or  an adverb.   Otherwise ,  only  
comes r ight  before  or  af ter  nouns  and pronouns .   In  most  cases ,  only  i s  
posi t ioned before  the  word i t  modif ies .   Only  i f  only  modif ies  a  pronoun,  
only  occurs  af ter  i t . 2  
 
(18)  a .  He had only  s ix  apples .    (not  more  than s ix)   
b .  He only  lent  the  car.      (He didn’t  g ive  i t . )  
c .  He lent  the  car  to  me only .     (not  to  anyone e lse)  
d .  I  bel ieved only  ha l f  of  what  he  sa id .  
(Pract ical  Engl ish  Grammar  1986)  
 
The scope of  an  adverb does  not  a lways  change by posi t ioning adverbs .   
Just  a lso  appears  pr ior  to  the  word i t  modif ies  l ike  only.   (The outer  f rames 
are  the  author ’s . )  
 
(19)  a .    I ’ l l  buy jus t  one .  
b .    I  had jus t  enough money.                            (op.c i t . )  
                                                  
2  I t  i s  ind ica ted  by  Mr.  Yosh io  Kawahi ra  tha t  only  can  occur  a f t e r  p repos i t ion  
phrase ,  too .  
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However,  jus t  can  be  placed r ight  before  a  verb  as  shown in  (19a) ,  and in  
that  case  the  meaning does  not  di ffer  f rom that  of  the  examples  (19a) .   In  
shor t ,  i t  seems that  the  meaning does  not  necessar i ly  change wi th  a  shi f t  of  
an  adverb.   (The outer  frames  are  the  author ’s)  
 
(20)  a .    I ’ l l  jus t  buy one .     
b .    I  jus t  had enough money.                             (op.c i t . )  
 
In  spoken language,  i t  i s  common that  only  occurs  before  a  verb  and  
the  segment  i t  focuses  i s  put  s t ress  on.   That  i s  i l lus t ra ted  below.   (The 
outer  frames are  the  author ’s . )  
 
(21)   (a) He only  had |  s ix  apples   
(b) He only  lent  the  car  to  |  me   
(c) I  only  be l ieved |  ha l f  of  what  he  sa id .                (op .c i t . )  
 
Since  adverbs  and conjunct ive  adverbs  have a  lo t  of  proper t ies  in  
common wi th  each other,  the  scope of  adverbs  can be  t rue  of  that  of  
conjunct ive  adverbs .   So,  I  would l ike  to  tackle  especia l ly  the  fol lowing 
quest ions:   Does  posi t ioning of  conjunct ive  adverbs  make any di fferences  in  
interpreta t ion?   Are  there  any funct ions  which conjunct ive  adverbs  have,  
whi le  conjunct ions  do not?    
 
1.2 .  Theoret ical  Framework 
Since they are  connect ives ,  i t  would be  a  good idea to  do research f rom the  
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perspect ive  of  Pragmat ics .   Pragmatics  speci f ical ly  focuses  on how context  
inf luences  the  interpreta t ion  of  meanings .   “The central  concern of  s tudies  
in  Pragmat ics  has  been factors  inf luencing the  decis ions  of  choices  of  
wri ters / speakers  as  they  use  words  in  the  service  of  a  communicat ive  goal  
(Crupi  2004:1) .”   In  the  res t  of  th is  Chapter,  I  wi l l  in t roduce the  basic  ideas  
of  theor ies  that  I  wi l l  touch on for  my research.   The  basic  ideas  of  
Relevance Theory wi l l  be summarized in  1 .2 .1 ,  and Discourse  Analys is  in  
1 .2 .2  
 
1.2 .1 .  Relevance Theory 
1 .2 .1 .1 .  Code Model  and Inference Model  
There  are  two models  proposed on communicat ion,  which are  compet ing wi th  
each other  (Kinsui  and Imakuni  2000:11) .   According to  Kinsui  and Imakuni  
(2000:11) ,  one is  the  code model ,  which has  nothing to  do wi th  inference,  
and the  o ther  i s  the  inference model ,  which is  proposed by Grice  (1975) .   
Sperber  and Wilson (2002:250)  say the  Relevance Theory is  based on another  
of  Girce’s  cent ral  c la ims:  tha t  u t terance  automat ica l ly  creates  expecta t ions  
which guide  the hearer  towards  the  speaker ’s  meaning.  
Wilson and Sperber  (2002:249)  br ie f ly  expla in  those  two models  as  
fol lows.  
 
(22)   The code model :  
A communicator  encodes  her  in tended message into  a  s ignal ,  which is  
decoded by the  audience  us ing an  ident ica l  copy of  code .  
(Wilson and Sperber  2002:249)  
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(23)   The inference model :  
A communicator  provides  evidence  of  her  in tent ion to  convey a  cer ta in 
meaning,  which is  inferred by the  audience on the  bas is  of  the  
evidence  provided.                                    ( ibid .)  
 
Wilson and Sperber  (2002:249)  cont inue,  “An ut terance  is ,  of  course ,  a  
l inguis t ica l ly  coded piece  of  evidence,  so  that  verbal  comprehension 
involves  an  e lement  of  decoding.   However,  the  l inguis t ic  meaning 
recovered by decoding is  jus t  one of  the  inputs  to  a  non-demonstra t ive  
inference  process  which yie lds  an in terpre ta t ion of  the  speaker ’s  meaning.”  
 
1.2 .1 .2 .  Principles  of  Relevance 
Relevance  Theory assumes that  every aspect  of  communicat ion and cogni t ion 
is  governed by the  search for  re levance .   This  i s  expressed in  the  f i rs t  
pr inciple  of  re levance .   I t  i s  unique to  over t  communicat ion that ,  
approaching an ut terance addressed to  you,  you are  ent i t led  to  have  not  jus t  
hopes  but  s teady expecta t ions  of  re levance.   This  i s  defined in  the  second 
pr inciple .   The  pr inciples  of  re levance  proposed by Sperber  and Wilson 
(1995:260-78)  are  i l lus t ra ted below.  
 
(24)  Pr inciples  of  Relevance 
1 .  Firs t  (cogni t ive)  pr inciple  of  re levance:  
Human cogni t ion is  geared towards  the  maximizat ion of  re levance  
( that  i s ,  to  the  achievement  of  as  many contextual  (cogni t ive)  effects  
as  poss ible  for  as  l i t t le  process ing effor t  as  poss ible .  
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2.  Second (communicat ive)  pr inciple  of  re levance:  
Every act  of  os tensive  communicat ion (e .g .  an  ut terance)   
communicates  as  assumption of  i t s  own opt imal  re levance.  
                                  (Sperber  and Wilson 1995:260-78)  
 
In  1 .2 .1 .2 .1 ,  we wi l l  see  about  cogni t ive  pr inciple  of  relevance.  In  1 .2 .1 .2 .2 ,  
communicat ive  pr inciple  of  re levance wi l l  be  br ief ly  descr ibed.   In  1 .2 .1 .2 .3 ,  
I  wi l l  get  on to  what  Sperber  and Wilson (1995:260-78)  mean by “opt imal  
re levance .”   Pragmat ic  inference based on semant ic  decoding wi l l  be  br ief ly  
expla ined in  1 .2 .1 .2 .4 .  
 
1.2 .1 .2 .1 .  Cognit ive  Principle  of  Relevance  
Sperber  and Wilson (2002:250)  c la im that  the  centra l  c la im of  re levance 
theory i s  that  the  expecta t ions  of  re levance  ra ised by an ut terance are  prec ise  
enough,  and predic table  enough,  to  guide  the  hearer  towards  the  speaker ’s  
meaning.   Sperber  and Wilson (1986/1995:260-78)  argue that  re levance is  
def ined in  term of  cogni t ive  effec ts  and process ing effor t .   Cogni t ive  effects  
are  achieved when newly-presented informat ion interacts  wi th a  context  of  
exis t ing assumptions .   Newly presented informat ion produces  one of  three  
possible  contextual  effec ts :  
 
(25)a)  i t  may yie ld  a  contextual  impl icat ion.  
b)  i t  may s t rengthen an  exis t ing  assumpt ion.   
c)  i t  may cont radic t  and lead to  the  e l iminat ion of  an  exis t ing  assumpt ion.     
(Blakemore  2002:61)  
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Let’s  take  a  look a t  each case .   F i rs t  one i s  the  case  of  (a) .  
 
(26)  Joan is  ly ing in  bed.   She  decides  tha t  i f  i t ’s  ra in ing she  won’t  go for  a  
run.   She gets  up,  opens  the  shut ters  and sees  that  i t ’s  ra ining.  
( I ten  2005:63)  
 
I ten  (2005:63-64)  notes  that ,  in  (24) ,  the  new informat ion that  i t ’s  raining  
in teracts  wi th  Joan’s  exis t ing  assumpt ion that  she  won’t  go  for  a  run i f  i t ’s  
raining .   And the  two assumpt ions  together  logica l ly  imply  the  thi rd  
assumption that  Joan won’t  go for  a  run .   This  thi rd  assumption is  a  
contextual  impl icat ion of  the  new informat ion.  
 
(27)  Joan is  lying in  bed.   She can hear  a  pat ter  on the  roof  and conclude 
that  i t ’s  ra ining.   She  gets  up,  opens  the  shut ters  and sees  tha t  i t  i s  
indeed ra ining.                                        ( ibid .)  
 
I ten  (2005:63)  s ta tes  that ,  in  th is  scenario ,  the  new informat ion Joan gains  
f rom looking out  of  the  window interacts  wi th  a  bel ief  she’s  a l ready formed.   
The new informat ion –  rea l iza t ion  that  i t ’s  ra ining-  s t rengthens  Joan’s  
exis t ing assumpt ion tha t  i t ’s  ra ining.  
 
(28)  Joan is  ly ing in  bed.   Given that  there’s  no audible  pat ter  on the  roof ,  
she  assumes that  i t  i sn’t  ra in ing.   She gets  up,  opens  the  shut ters  and 
sees  that  i t  i s  ra ining.                                  ( ibid .)  
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I ten (2005:63)  says  that ,  in  (28) ,  the  new informat ion that  i t ’s  ra ining again  
interacts  wi th  an  exis t ing  assumpt ion that  i t ’s  ra in ing.  Here ,  the  new 
informat ion contradic ts  and e l iminates  Joan’s  exis t ing  assumpt ion.  
     As  for  processing effor t ,  Sperber  and Wilson (1998:9)  c la im “the  
greater  the  cogni t ive  effects ,  the  greater  the  re levance wil l  be .”   The 
processing effor t  requires  t ime and effor t  in  two ways (Blakemore 1987:  
54-60) .   To use  Crupi’s  (2004)  words ,  I  wi l l  summarize  i t  as  fo l lows.  
 
(29)  1)  The cost  re la ted to  the  complexi ty  of  l inguis t ic  s t ructure .  
2)  The cost  involved in  assessing and us ing contextual  assumpt ions .  
                                                  (Crupi  2004:4)  
 
Sperber  and Wilson (1998:260-78)  argue  tha t  the  grea ter  the  processing 
effor t  i s  required ,  the  lower  wi l l  be  the  re levance ,  and the  greater  the  r i sk  of  
los ing the  hearer ’s  a t tent ion.  
 
1.2 .1 .2 .2 .  Communicat ive  Principle  of  Relevance 
Within  the f ramework of  Relevance  Theory,  l inguis t ic  communicat ion is  seen 
in  the  border  context  of  human cogni t ion and os tensive  communicat ion ( I ten  
2005:63) .   Now,  le t ’s  s tar t  taking a  look a t  what  the  ostensive  
communicat ion is .   Wilson and Sperber  (2002:255)  argue that  i t  must  rea l ize  





(30)  Ostens ive- inferent ia l  communicat ion 
a .  The informat ional  in tent ion:  
The intent ion to  inform an audience of  something.  
b .  The communicat ive  in tent ion:  
The intent ion to  inform an audience of  one’s  informat ive  intent ion.  
(Wilson and Sperber  2002:255)  
 
According to  Wilson and Sperber  (2002:255) ,  unders tanding is  achieved 
when the  communicat ive  in tent ion is  fu l f i l led .  
     Here  i s  an  example .   I ten (2005:66)  s ta tes  tha t ,  for  Joan to  
communicate  os tensively  that  she  is  I r i sh ,  she  not  only  must  have  an  
informat ive  in tent ion,  but  she  must  a lso intend this  informat ive  intent ion to  
be  mutual ly  manifest  to  her  and Peter.   Both (31a)  and (31b)  are  the  cases  
of  the  os tensive  communicat ion.  
 
(31)  a .  Peter  asks  Joan where  she’s  f rom.   In  reply  she  ut ters :  
    ‘Why,  what  could  she  have done,  be ing what  she  i s?’  Was there  
another  Troy for  her  to  burn?  In  an  obviously I r i sh  accent .  
b .  Peter  asks  Joan where  she’s  from.   She says  ‘ I ’m Ir ish . ’  
( I ten  2005:66)  
 
I ten  (2005:66-67)  says  that  there  is  nothing about  the  l inguis t ical ly  encoded 
content  of  Joan’s  ut terance in  (31a)  tha t  means  she  i s  I r i sh.   According to  
I ten  (2005:66-67) ,  Peter  wi l l  der ive  that  assumption purely  inferent ia l ly,  on  
the  bas is  that  someone’s  I r i sh  accent  means  tha t  they are  I r i sh .   On the  
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other  hand,  in  (31b) ,  Joan makes  i t  mutual ly  manifes t  that  she  wants  to  make  
i t  manifes t  that  she’s  I r i sh  by saying that  she  is  ( I ten  2005:66-67) .  
     Wilson and Sperber  (1986:39)  define  not ion of  mutual  manifes tness  as  
fol lows.  
 
(32)  a .  An assumpt ion is  manifest  to  an individual  a t  a  cer ta in  t ime i f  and  
only she capable  of  enter ta ining the  assumption a t  that  t ime and 
accept ing i t  as  t rue  or  probably  t rue .  (Wilson  and Sperber  1986:39)  
 
I ten  (2005:67)  c la ims tha t  an  assumpt ion A is  mutual ly  manifes t  to  two (or  
more)  people  i f  and only  i f  they are  capable  of  enter ta ining and accept ing as  
t rue or  probably t rue ,  not  only A but  a lso  the  assumpt ion that  A is  manifes t  
to  them.  
 
1.2 .1 .2 .3 .  Optimal  Relevance 
In  the  communicat ive  pr inciple  of  re levance,  the  re levance- theoret ic  term 
“opt imal  re levance”  is  used,  as  we saw above.   With  regard  to  “opt imal  
re levance,”  Sperber  and Wilson (1995:270)  define  as  fol lows.  
 
(33)  Opt imal  Relevance 
An ut terance,  on a  g iven in terpre ta t ion,  i s  opt imal ly  relevant  i ff :   
(a)  I t  i s  re levant  enough for  i t  to  be  worth  addressee’s  effor t  to  process  
i t ;  
(b)  I t  i s  the  most  re levant  one  compat ible  wi th  the  communicator ’s  
abi l i t ies  and preferences .        (Sperber  and Wilson 1995:270)  
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Sperber  and Wilson (2002:256)  say that ,  according to  c lause  (33a)  of  th is  
def ini t ion  of  opt imal  re levance ,  the  audience i s  ent i t led  to  expect  the  
os tensive  s t imulus  to  be  a t  leas t  re levant  enough to  be  worth  processing.   
Sperber  and Wilson (2002:256)  cont inue;  “For  example ,  i f  you jus t  happen to  
not ice  my empty glass ,  you may be ent i t led  to  conclude that  I  might  l ike  a  
dr ink.   I f  I  de l ibera te ly wave i t  about  in  f ront  of  you,  you would general ly  
be  jus t i f ied  in  drawing the  s t ronger  conclus ion tha t  I  would  l ike  a  dr ink  
(Sperber  and Wilson 2002:256) .”    
     The example  re la ted  to  c lause  (33b)  i s  as  fo l lows:  “ the  communicator ’s  
goal  might  be  to  inform her  audience  that  she  has  begun wri t ing her  paper.   
I t  may be  effect ive  for  her,  in  pursui t  of  this  goal ,  to  volunteer  more  speci f ic  
informat ion and say,  ‘ I  have a l ready wri t ten  a  th i rd  of  the  paper. ’  In  the  
c i rcumstances ,  her  audience  would  then be  ent i t led  to  unders tand her  as  
saying that  she  has  wri t ten  only  a  th i rd  of  the  paper.   For  i f  she  had wri t ten  
two th i rds ,  she  would normal ly  be  expected to  say so ,  g iven c lause  (33b)  of  
the  defin i t ion of  opt imal  re levance (Sperber  and Wilson 2002:256) .”  
 
1.2 .1 .2 .4 .  Pragmatic  Inference Based on Semantic  Decoding 
Sperber  and Wilson (2002:261)  s ta te  that  Relevance Theory t reats  the  
ident i f ica t ion of  expl ic i t  content  as  equal ly  inferent ia l ,  and equal ly  guided 
by the  Communicat ive  Pr inciple  of  Relevance,  as  the  recovery of  
impl ica tures .   The re levance- theoret ic  comprehension procedure  can be  




(34)  Sub-tasks  in  the overal l  comprehension process  
a.  Construct ing an appropr ia te  hypothes is  about  expl ic i t  content  ( in  
re levance- theoret ic  terms,  EXPLICATURES) via  decoding,  
d isambiguat ion,  reference resolut ion,  and other  pragmat ic  enr ichment  
processes .  
b .  Construct ing an appropria te  hypothesis  about  the  intended contextual  
assumpt ions  ( in  re levance- theoret ic  terms,  IMPLICATED 
PREMISES).  
c .  Construct ing an appropria te  hypothesis  about  the  intended contextual  
impl ica t ions  ( in  re levance- theoret ic  te rms,  IMPLICATED 
CONCLUSIONS).  
(Sperber  and Wilson 2002:261)  
 
Sperber  and Wilson (2002:261-262)  notes  that  “comprehension is  an  on- l ine  
process ,  and hypotheses  about  expl icatures ,  impl icated premise  and 
impl ica ted conclus ions  are  developed in paral le l  agains t  a  background of  
expecta t ions  (or  ant ic ipatory  hypotheses)  which may be revised or  e laborated 
as  the  ut terance unfolds .”  
     Sperber  and Wilson (2002:262)  take  one i l lus t ra t ion as  fo l lows.  
 
(35)  a .  Peter :   Did  John pay back the  money he  owed you? 
    b .  Mary :   No.   He forgot  to  go to  the  bank.  





(a)  Mary has  said  to  Peter,  ‘Hr  forgot  
to  go to  the  BANK 1/  
BANK2 
[Hex =uninterpre ted pronoun]  
[BANK1 =financia l  ins t i tu t ion]  
[BANK2 =river  bank] 
Embedding of  the  decoding 
( incomplete)  logical  form of  Mary’s  
ut terance  into a  descript ion of  
Mary’s  os tens ive  behaviour  
(b)  Mary’s  ut terance  wi l l  be  
opt imal ly  re levant  to  Peter.  
Expectat ion raised by  recogni t ion of  
Mary’s  os tensive  behaviour  and 
acceptance of  the  presumpt ion of  
re levance i t  conveys .  
(c)  Mary’s  u t terance  wi l l  achieve 
re levance  by expla ining why John has  
not  repaid  to  the  money he  owed her.  
Expectat ion raised by  (b) ,  together  
wi th  the  fact  that  such an 
explanat ion would be most  re levant  
to  Peter  a t  th is  point .  
(d)  Forget t ing to go to  the  BANK1  
may make one unable  to  repay the  
money one owes.  
Firs t  assumpt ion to occur  to  Peter  
which,  together  wi th  other  
appropriate  premises ,  might  sat is fy  
expectat ion (c ) .   Accepted as  an  
impl ic i t  premise  of  Mary’s  ut terance.  
(e)  John forgot  to  go to  the  BNAK1 .  Firs t  enr ichment  of  the  logical  form 
of  Mary’s  ut terance to  occur to  Peter  
which might  combine  wi th  (d)  to  lead  
to  the  sat is fact ion of  (c) .   Accepted 
as  an expl icature  of  Mary’s  
u t terance.  
( f)  John was  unable  to  repay Mary 
the  money he  owes because  he  forgot  
to  go to  the  BANK 1.  
Inferred form (d)  and (e) ,  sat i s fy ing 
(c)  and accepted as  an impl ic i t  
conclus ion of  Mary’s  u t terance.  
(g)  John may repay Mary the  money 
he  owes when he next  goes  to  the  
BNAK1 .  
From ( f )  p lus  background knowledge.  
One of  several  possible  weak 
impl icat ions  of  Mary’s  ut terance  
which,  together  wi th  ( f ) ,  sat is fy  
expectat ion (b) .  
(Sperber  and Wilson 2002:263)  
 
     Sperber  and Wilson (2002:262)  expla in  comprehension process  as  
fol lows.  
 
Table  (36)  i s  a  schemat ic  onl ine  of  how Peter  might  use  the  
re levance- theoret ic  comprehension procedure  to  const ruct  hypotheses  
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about  the  expl ica tures  and impl icatures  of  Mary’s  ut terance ,  ‘He forgot  
to  go to  the  bank.’  Pe ter  assumes in  (36b)  that  Mary’s  u t terance ,  
decoded as  in  (36a) ,  i s  opt imal ly  re levant  to  h im.   Since what  he  wants  
to  know at  th is  point  i s  why John did  not  repay the  money he  owed,  he  
assumes in  (36c)  that  Mary’s  u t terance wi l l  achieve re levance by  
answering th is  quest ion.   In  the  s i tuat ion descr ibed,  the  logical  form of  
the  u t terance  provides  easy access  to  the  contextual  assumpt ion in  (36d)  
that  ‘ forget t ing to  go to  the  bank may prevent  one  f rom repaying money 
one owes. ’  This  could  be  used as  an  impl ic i t  premise  in  der iving the  
expected explanat ion of  John’s  behaviour,  provided that  the  ut terance is  
interpreted on the  expl ic i t  s ide  (v ia  disambiguat ion and reference  
resolut ion)  as  conveying the  informat ion in  (36e) :  that  John forgot  to  go 
to  the  BANK1.  By combing the impl ic i t  premise  in  (36d)  and the explici t  
premise  in  (36e) ,  Peter  ar r ives  a t  the  impl ic i t  conclus ion in  (36f) ,  f rom 
which fur ther,  weaker  impl icatures ,  including (36g)  and others ,  can  be  
der ived.   The resul t ing  overal l  interpreta t ion  sat i s f ies  Peter ’s  
expecta t ions  of  re levance.     
(Sperber  and Wilson 2002:262)  
 
On the  re la t ion  between decoding and inference  in  comprehension,  
Blakemore (2002:60)  s ta tes  that  th is  d is t inct ion -  between the  process  of  
decoding messages  and the  process  of  making inferences  f rom evidence -  i s  
the  bas is  of  thei r  d is t inct ion between semantics  and pragmat ics .   
Concerning the  process  of  decoding,  Blakemore (2002:60)  notes  that  i t  i s  
performed by an autonomous l inguis t ic  system,  -  the  grammar-  which is  
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dedicated to  the  performance of  mapping between a  l inguis t ic  s t imulus  
(ut terance)  and a  semant ic  representa t ion for  that  u t terance .   On the  other  
hand,  the  process  of  inference integra tes  the  output  of  the  decoding process  
wi th  contextual  informat ion in  order  to  del iver  a  hypothesis  about  the  
speaker ’s  informat ive  in tent ion (Blakemore  2002:60) .  
 
1.2 .1 .3 .  Expl icature and Impl icature 
In  Relevance Theory,  the  assumpt ions  communicated by ut terance are  divided 
in to  two c lasses ,  or  ‘expl ica ture’ and ‘ impl icature . ’  Sperber  and Wilson’s  
(1986:182)  def ini t ions  are  i l lus t ra ted below.  
 
(37)  An assumption communicated by an ut terance U is  expl ic i t  [hence  an  
‘expl ica ture’]  i f  and only  i f  i t  i s  a  development  of  a  logical  form 
encoded by U.  
(38)  An assumpt ion communicated by an ut terance U is  not  expl ic i t  i s  
impl ic i t  [hence  an  ‘ impl icature’ ]    (Sperber  and Wilson’s  1986:182)  
 
Carson’s  (2002)  defini t ions  are  much c learer  than Sperber  and Wilson’s  
(1995:182)  def ini t ions .  
 
(39)expl icature:  an os tensively  communicated assumpt ion which is  
inferent ia l ly  developed from one of  the  incomplete  conceptual  
representa t ions  ( logical  forms)  encoded by the  ut terance.   
                                               (Cars ton 2002:377)  
 
 24 
(40)  impl ica ture  (conversa t ional ) :  an  ostensively communicated assumpt ion 
which i s  not  an expl icature;  a  communicated assumpt ion which is  
der ived solely via  processes  of  pragmat ic  inference.   An a l ternat ive  
character izat ion:  a  contextual  assumpt ion or  contextual  impl icat ion  
in tended (communicated)  by the  speaker ;  hence an impl ica ture  i s  e i ther  
an  impl icated premise  or  impl ica ted conclus ion.             ( ib id . )  
   
Here  i s  Cars ton’s  (2006:635)  explanat ion.   Let’s  take  a  look a t  the  fo l lowing 
example .  
 
(41)  X:  How is  Mary feel ing af ter  her  f i rs t  year  a t  univers i ty?  
Y:  She didn’t  get  enough uni ts  and can’t  cont inue.    
(Cars ton 2006:635)  
(42)  a .  MARY DID NOT PASS ENOUGN UNIVERSITY COURSE UNITS TO 
QUALIFY FOR ADMMISION TO SECOND-YEAR STUDY AND, AS 
A RESULTS,  MARY CONNOT CONTINUE WITH UNIVERSITY 
STUDY. 
     b .  MARY IS NOT FEELING VERY HAPPY.                ( ibid .)  
 
Cars ton (2006:635)  te l l s  us  to  suppose  that ,  in  par t icular  context ,  X takes  U 
to  have communicated the  assumpt ions  shown in  (41) .   Cars ton (2006:635)  
argues  that  (41a)  i s  an expl ica ture  of  Y’s  u t terance and (41b)  is  an  
impl ica ture  on the bas is  of  the  defin i t ions .   According to  Cars ton 
(2006:635) ,  “ the  decoded logical  form of  Y’s  u t terance,  s t i l l  more  or  less  
v is ib le  in  (41a) ,  has  been taken as  a  template  for  the  development  of  a  
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proposi t ional  form,  whi le  (42b)  is  an  independent  assumpt ion,  inferred as  a  
whole  f rom (42a)  and a  fur ther  premise  concerning the  re la t ion between 
Mary’s  recent  fa i lure  a t  univers i ty  and her  current  s ta te  of  mind.”  
     To sum up,  “ the  conceptual  content  of  an  impl icature  i s  suppl ied  
whol ly  by pragmatic  inference ,  whi le  the  conceptual  content  of  an  
expl icature  i s  an amalgam of  decoded l inguis t ic  meaning and pragmat ical ly  
inferred meaning (Cars ton 2006:636) .”  
 
1 .2 .1 .4 .  Two Kinds of  Meaning 
Blakemore  (2002:78)  s ta tes  tha t  “ there  are  two dis t inct  processes  involved in  
ut terance  interpreta t ion-decoding and inference,  the  f i rs t  be ing an  input  to  
the  second,  and,  second,  tha t  the  inferent ia l  phrase  of  u t terance 
comprehension involves  the  const ruct ion of  conceptual  (or  proposi t ional)  
representat ions  which enter  in to  inferent ia l  computat ions .”   Blakemore  
(2002:78)  cont inues;  “ this  means that ,  in  pr incipal ,  l inguis t ic  form could  
encode not  only  the  const i tuents  of  the  conceptual  representat ions  tha t  enter  
into  inferent ia l  computat ions  but  a lso  informat ion which const ra ins  the  
computat ions  in  which these  computat ions  are  involved.   In  other  words ,  i t  
i s  poss ible  for  l inguis t ic  form to  encode e i ther  conceptual  informat ion or  
procedural  informat ion.”    
Blakemore (1987)  c la ims  that  d iscourse  connect ives  in t roduce  
contextual  impl ica t ions.   They do not  contr ibute  to  a  proposi t ional  
representa t ion,  but  s imply encode ins t ruct ions  for  process ing proposi t ional  
representat ions .   In  other  words ,  “such expressions  are  considered to  
contr ibute  to  re levance by leading hearers  to  der ive  an  intended cogni t ive  
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effect  and by reducing needed processing effor ts  as  a  whole  (Kinsui  and 
Imakuni  2000:77)” .  
     Here  is  Blakemore’s  (2002:89-90)  analys is .  
 
(43)  Ben can open Tom’s  safe .   Af ter  a l l ,  he  knows the  combinat ion.  
(Blakemore  2002:89)  
(44)  a .  Ben knows the  combinat ion of  Tom’s  safe .  
b .  I f  Ben knows the  combinat ion of  Tom’s  safe ,  then he  can open Tom’s  
safe .  
c .  Ben can open Tom’s  safe .                            (op .c i t . :90)  
 
Blakemore  (2002:89)  expla ins  on the  example  above as  fol lows:   “A hearer  
who interprets  (43)  wi l l  take  the  conceptual  representat ion  in  (44a)  together  
wi th  the  conceptual  representa t ion in  (44b)  and der ive  the  conceptual  
representat ion  in  (44c) .   The effec t  of  this  inference  wi l l  be  to  s t rengthen an 
assumption,  or,  in  other  words ,  a  conceptual  representat ion  which is  he ld  
wi th a  degree  of  s t rength tha t  i s  h igher  than i t  would  have been proper  to  the  
in terpre ta t ion of  the  second segment .”   Blakemore  (2002:90)  cont inues;  
“whi le  af ter  a l l  p lays  a  ro le  in  the  recovery of  th is  conceptual  representa t ion,  
i t  does  not  do th is  by encoding anything that  i s  a  const i tuent  of  i t .   Rather  i t  
encodes  informat ion about  the  inferent ia l  process  tha t  the  hearer  should  
use .”  
 
1.2 .2 .  Discourse  Analysis  
Crupi  (2004)  and Lenk (1998)  pay a t tent ion to  the  pragmat ic  funct ions  that  
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discourse  connect ives  have for  s t ructur ing discourse ,  especia l ly  when 
looking a t  longer  s t re tches  of  discourse .   What  are  analyzed in  Relevance 
Theory are  funct ions  of  d iscourse  connect ives  in  ra ther  shor t  discourse  
segments ,  of ten  even only  looking a t  u t terance pai rs .   Both  Crupi  (2004)  
and Lenk (1998)  concentra te  on the  funct ions  that  d iscourse  connect ives  
have in  longer  s t re tches  of  d iscourse ,  tha t  i s ,  not  from a  local  v iewpoint  but  
f rom a  global  one.  
     As  a  means toward unders tanding whatever  semant ic  dis t inct ion might  
exis t  between yet ,  but  and s t i l l ,  Crupi’s  (2004:2)  c la ims that  the  s tudy 
reserves  the  semant ics- to-pragmatics  d i rect ional i ty  by us ing eas i ly  
access ible  pragmat ic  phenomena.   Crupi  (2004:17)  s ta tes  that  the  goal  of  
s tudy is  to  invest iga te  common features  of  messages  tha t  coincide  wi th  a  
wri ter ’s  choice  of  yet ,  but  and  s t i l l  in  wri t ten  texts .   Crupi  (2004:2)  notes  
that  the  term semant ics  i s  used to  descr ibe  the  re la t ionships  that  exis t  
be tween the  conceptual  correla tes  of  words  and pragmat ics  wi l l  be  used to  
refer  to  the  communicat ive  goals  that  under l ie  or  mot ivate  the  choices  tha t  
language users  make as  they implement  th is  inventory of  conceptual  tools  to  
const ruct  messages .   Therefore ,  Crupi  (2004:3)  considers  pragmat ics  or  
communicat ive  purpose  as  the  key to  unders tanding semant ics .   Crupi  
(2004:4)  says  that ,  “s ince  the  d i rec t ional i ty  of  this  research i s  f rom 
pragmat ic  in terpre tat ion  to  word meaning,  the  analys is  can be  character ized 
as  wri ter-or iented  ra ther  than reader-or iented .”   That  i s  because  “words  do 
not  appear  randomly in  a  text ;  wri ters /speakers  choose  the  words  they do 
because  each cont r ibutes  in  some way to  the  overa l l  messages  they are  t rying 
to  communicate  (Crupi  2004:3) .”   In  reference  to  the  dis t inct ion  between 
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meaning and  message ,  Crupi  (2004:3)  defines  meaning  as  in terre la ted 
conceptual  const ructs  encoded in  language,  and message  as  pragmat ic  
interpreta t ion  ul t imately ass igned to spoken or  wr i t ten texts .   Crupi  
(2004:3)  c la ims that  by examining the  overa l l  message or  pragmat ic  
interpreta t ion  of  texts ,  i t  i s  possible to  look for  a  common semant ic  feature  
that  accompanies  a l l  ins tances  of  a  par t icular  form.   The term “meaning”  
seems s imi lar  to  the  re levance- theoret ic  term “expl icature”  and the  term 
“message”  seems l ike  the  re levance- theoret ic  term “impl icature .”   The 
di fference  between Relevance  Theory and her  research is  that  Crupi  (2004)  
“extends  beyond analyt ica l  scope of  t radi t ional  sentence-based l inguis t ics  to  
the  more global  focus  of  d iscourse  analys is  (Crupi  2004:5) .”   Crupi  
(2004:5)  s ta tes  tha t  the  analys is  i s  framed wi thin a  discourse  perspect ive that  
assumes individual  sentences  cannot  provide  adequate  data for  unders tanding 
why yet ,  but ,  or  s t i l l  a re  chosen.  
The goal  of  Lenk (1998:4)  i s  to  “give  an account  of  how discourse  
markers ,  whi le  s ignal ing the  re levance of  the  current  ut terance  wi th in the  
conversa t ional  context ,  a re  a lso used to  faci l i ta te  the  hearer ’s  unders tanding 
of  how that  par t icular  contr ibut ion f i t s  into  the  ent i re  conversat ion,  or  in to  
par ts  of  i t ,  i .e .  how they are  used to  suggest  coherence .”   The data  Lenk 
1998)  uses  is  gathered f rom spoken language.  
Lenk (1998)  argues  that  marking of  g lobal  coherence re la t ions  i s  one 
essent ia l  means that  a  speaker  can use  to  (wi l l ingly)  inf luence a  hearer ’s  
unders tanding of  her  contr ibut ion.   “Through marking the  re lat ions  of  her  
cont r ibut ion to  pr ior  discourse  as  she perceives  them,  the  speaker  g ives  more  
informat ion about  her  ut terance  to  the  hearer  than i t s  mere  proposi t ional  
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content  (Lenk 1998:35) .”   Lenk (1998:49)  shows how discourse  markers  are  
used as  d iscourse  s t ructur ing elements  for  s ignal ing ideat ional ,  rhetor ical  
and sequent ia l  re la t ions ,  and how they are  effec t ive  as  coherence  indica tors  
on a  g lobal  coherence level  wi thin  spoken discourse ,  when topical  
inconsis tencies  or  topic  changes  seem to  be  threatening a  coherent  
unders tanding of  the  overal l  d iscourse .   According to  Lenk (1998:49) ,  “ the  
term discourse  makers  i s  used to  refer  sole ly  to  these i tems;  they are  
considered a  group of  pragmatic  i tems  s ince  the i r  funct ion  wi thin  discourse  
does  not  involve  the  proposi t ional  level  of  the  ut terance,  but  appl ies  on a  
non-proposi t ional ,  pragmat ic  p lane  of  the  d iscourse .”   Lenk (1998:53)  
dis t inguishes  the  discourse  maker  funct ion  f rom the  proposi t ional  uses .   
According to  Lenk (1998:53) ,  proposi t ional  meanings  are  the  meaning given 
in  dic t ionary def ini t ions ,  whereas  the  pragmat ic  meaning is  rare ly  found in  
dic t ionary  def ini t ions .   However,  Lenk (1998:108-109)  mentions  that  there  
are  some cases  where  i t  i s  very di ff icul t  to  determine whether  however  i s  
used in  e i ther  one  or  the  other  of  the  two funct ions .  
 
(45)a  …does operat ional  research is  i t  i s  i t  . .pr imar i ly  concerned with  
quest ions  of  d is t r ibut ion market ing 
b .  indeed no . .  opera t ion research s tar ted . .  by s tudies  of  mi l i tary  
problems . .  one of  the  f i r s t  exerci ses  ever  carr ied out  . .  took place  
dur ing the  war  . .  when . .  the  quest ion of  whether  .  smal l  boats  should  
carry  ant i -craf t  guns  . .  was  considered . .  these  smal l  boats  had been 
equipped . .  wi th  ant i -craf t  guns    but  they weren’t  shoot ing down . .  
any more  enemy ai rcraf t  . .   and therefore  cer ta in  people  concluded 
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that  these  guns weren’t  fu l f i l l ing  their  funct ion   however when the  
operat ion research man looked . .  a t  the  data  more  c losely  he  
discovered that  fewer  boats  were  being sunk in  other  words  
 
Lenk (1998:109)  expla ins  the  example  as  fo l lows;  “On one hand,  the  use  of  
however  in  h is  example  could  be  considered an indicator  of  cont ras t  between 
the s i tuat ion as  i t  had been narrated  ear l ier,  and the  ac tual  outcome of  the  
invest igat ion by operat ional  researchers  as  narrated  af ter  the  use  of  however .   
On the  o ther  hand,  i t  can  be  a lso  be  in terpre ted as  a  d iscourse  marker,  
because  i t  marks  the  ends of  a  shor t  d igress ion which was  considerable  
importance  to  the  development  of  the  topic .”  
 
1.3 .  Summery 
In  th is  Chapter,  the  goal  of  my research was  shown:   to  reconsider  and 
crys ta l l ize  funct ions  of  adversat ive  coordinate  conjunct ions  and conjunct ive  
adverbs .   To do the  research,  several  problems were  presented.   The f i rs t  
quest ion is  why however  i s  more  res t r ic ted than but .   The second quest ion is  
what  makes  i t  poss ible  tha t  adversat ive  connect ives  however,  s t i l l  and yet  
can be  used wi th the  co-ordinate  conjunct ion but .   The thi rd  quest ion i s  
whether  however  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence has  another  funct ion.  





An Adversative Conjunction But 
 
 
2.1 .  Introduct ion  
As  ment ioned in  the  previous  chapter,  one  of  the  goals  of  this  d isser ta t ion is  
to  c lar i fy  funct ions  of  a  coordinate  conjunct ion but  and conjunct ive  adverbs  
however ,  s t i l l ,  and yet ,  weighing di fferences  among them.   Before  making 
deta i led  examinat ions  of  these  words,  we wi l l  take  a  look a t  previous  s tudies  
on but  in  this  chapter  so that  we can compare  the  conjunct ion wi th  adverbia l  
connect ives  such as  however ,  s t i l l ,  yet  in  the  subsequent  chapters .  
Since  but  i s  one of  the  subjects  which have aroused enthusiasm and 
cont roversy,  I  wi l l  review br ief ly  some recent  important  s tudies  on the  
conjunct ive  before  proposing a  new descr ip t ion of  funct ions  of  the  word.  
In  sect ion 2 .2 ,  a  range of  d i fferent  uses  of  but  wi l l  be  summarized,  
fo l lowing Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007) .   In  sect ion 2 .3 ,  we wi l l  see  Fraser  (1998) ,  
who argues  that  the  core  meaning of  but  i s  to  s ignal  contras t .   Blakemore  
(1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) ,  Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  and I ten  (2005)  offer  a  
counterargument  against  the  hypothes is  that  the  core  meaning of  but  i s  
contras t .   Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) ,  Hal l’s  (2004,  2005/2007)  
and I ten’s  (2005)  analyses  are  based on Relevance Theory,  where  but  has  
procedural  informat ion.   You can see  d i fferent  ideas  between Hal l  (2004,  
2005/2007)  and Blakemore  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) / I ten  (2005) .   In  sect ion 
2 .4 ,  Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  analys is  on  funct ions  of  but  wi l l  
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be taken up.   In  sect ion 2 .5 ,  we wil l  br ief ly  take  a  look a t  the  debate  over  
Blakemore’s  (2002)  proposal  between Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  and I ten  
(2005) .   In  sect ion 2 .6 ,  the  considerat ion on which is  more  plausible ,  Hal l  
(2004,  2005/2007)  or  I ten  (2005)  wi l l  be  g iven.   Sect ion 2 .7  i s  the  
conclus ion of  th is  chapter.  
 
2 .2 .  A Range of  Different  Uses  of  But  
In  th is  subsect ion,  fo l lowing Hal l ’s  (2004,  2005/2007)  c lass i f icat ion,  f ive  
in terpreta t ions  of  but  wi l l  be  descr ibed br ief ly;  that  i s ,  denial  of  expectat ion,  
contras t ,  correct ion,  object ion,  and divers ion.  
Let’s  begin  wi th  denia l  of  expecta t ion.   Most  of  the  previous  s tudies  
on but  recognize  th is  use .   The fol lowing is  R.  Lakoff ’s  (1971:67)  famous 
example .  
 
(1)  Denial  of  expecta t ion 
John is  a  Republ ican but  he  is  honest .           (Lakoff  1971:67)  
 
To borrow Hal l ’s  (2005:4)  words ,  ‘ the  f i rs t  c lause  impl ies  some conclusion 
which is  then denied by the  c lause  int roduced by but . ’  
 
(2)  a .  John is  a  Republ ican.  (preceding context)  
b .  John is  d ishonest .  (der ived assumption)  
c .  John is  honest .  (assumption modif ica t ion)  
 
The next  use  of  but  we consider  i s  the  contrast ive  one .   In  this  
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example ,  but  seems to  s imply indica te  the  contras ts  in  symmetr ic  ut terances  
(Fraser  1998,  Hal l  2005) .   
 
(3)  Contras t  
a .  John is  Engl ish  but  Bi l l  i s  Welsh.  (Hal l  2004:222)  
b .  Anna l ikes  reading but  Tom l ikes  tennis .  (Blakemore 2002:103)  
c .  Tom l ikes  tennis  but  Anna l ikes  reading.  ( ib id . )  
 
Now,  we wi l l  look a t  an  example  of  but  which has  the  correct ion 
meaning.   When but  had the  correc t ion  meaning,  i t  has  di fferent  
dis t r ibut ional  proper t ies  f rom but  which has  a  denia l  of  expecta t ion meaning.   
The f i rs t  segment  including correct ion but  must  contain  an expl ic i t  
unincorporated negat ion.   In  addi t ion to  that ,  the  second clause  containing 
correct ion but  undergoes  conjunct ion reduct ion obl igator i ly  and the  
but -c lause  replaces  the  negated assumpt ion.   These  are  not  the  case  of  
ut terances  re la ted to  denia l  of  expecta t ion.  (Blakemore 2002:110,  Hal l  
2004:202)  
 
(4)  Correct ion 
He isn’t  c lever,  but  hardworking.  (Blakemore 2002:110)  
 
The four th interpreta t ion of  but  i s  the  objec t ion  use .   (5)  i s  an  
example  of  a  d iscourse- in i t ia l  use  of  but  which is  used to  in t roduce an 
object ion.    
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(5)  Object ion 
a .  [speaker,  who is  in  shock,  has  been given a  whisky] 
But  I  don’t  dr ink.  (op.c i t . :105)  
b .  A:  We had a  very  nice  lunch.   I  had an  excel lent  lobs ter.  
B:  But  what  about  the  money?                (op.c i t . :119)  
 
The las t  use  of  but  i s  d ivers ion.   See (6) .   In  (6a) ,  a f ter  the  f i rs t  
c lause  of  B’s  ut terance ,  there  i s  nothing to  s top the  speaker  cont inuing with  
something l ike  …and so  do the  84 and the  87… .   Whi le  h ighly  unl ikely  to  be  
an expecta t ion of  the  hearer ’s ,  i t  i s  one possible  route  tha t  i s  le f t  open af ter  
the  f i rs t  c lause .   So the  use  of  but  i s  acceptable ,  as  the  hearer  i s  being 
diver ted  f rom a  potent ia l  conclusion.   In  (6b) ,  i t ’s  perfect ly  conceivable  
that  A and B could  be  meet ing on both Tuesday and Wednesday,  so  af ter  the  
f i rs t  c lause  of  B’s  reply,  there’s  nothing to  exclude B cont inuing wi th  …  and 
on Wednesday 15 .   So this  i s  what  the  hearer  could be  diver ted away from 
by the  use  of  but .  
 
(6)  Divers ion 
a .  A:  Do a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
B:  The 85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  St reet .  
(op.c i t . :104)  
b .  A:  Are  we meet ing on Tuesday or  Wednesday? 
B:  We’re  meet ing on Tuesday,  but  not  on Wednesday.  
(Hal l  2004:227)  
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The quest ion is :  What  can be  a  uni f ied  descr ipt ion of  these  f ive  usages?   
In  the  next  sect ion,  we shal l  see  Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  
observat ion,  one of  the  previous  s tudies  based on Relevance Theory,  which 
says  connect ives  have  procedural  meanings  not  conceptual  meanings  for  the  
f i rs t  t ime in  the  Linguis t ics .  
 
2 .3 .  Is  the  core  meaning of  but  to  s ignal  CONTRAST? 
There  are  many previous  s tudies  on but .   Lakoff  (1971)  s tudies  semant ic  and 
denia l  of  expecta t ion but .   Hal l iday and Hasan (1976)  observe  internal  and 
external  but .   Schffr in  (1987)  observes  referent ia l ,  funct ional ,  and 
cont ras t ive  but .   Blakemore (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) ,  Hal l  (2004,  
2005/2007)  and I ten  (2005)  t r ies  to  capture  denia l  of  expecta t ion and 
cont ras t  but  by arguing that  but  has  procedural  informat ion.   Roughly 
speaking,  there  are  two viewpoints .   Some argue that  the  core  meaning of  
but  i s  to  s ignal  contras t .   Gr ice  (1975/1989) ,  Schffr in  (1987) ,  Rieber  (1997) ,  
Fraser  (1998) ,  and Bach (1999)  use  a  not ion of  contras t  a t  leas t ,  in  order  to  
expla in  the  meaning of  but .   The other  c la im that  i t  i s  to  s ignal  denial  of  
expecta t ion;  for  example ,  Lakoff  (1971) ,  Blakemore  (1987,  1992,  2000,  
2002) ,  and I ten  (2005) .   In  th is  sect ion,  we wi l l  see  the  former  argument .  
Bach (1999)  i s  the  la tes t  research,  but  h is  goal  i s  to  counterargument  
Gricean approach where  the  not ion of  convent ional  impl icature  i s  used,  and 
not  to  c la im that  the  meaning of  but  i s  cont ras t .   Therefore ,  I  wi l l  review 
Fraser  (1998)  here .   Fraser  (1998)  c la ims that  the  core  meaning of  but  i s  to  
s ignal  contras t .   Fraser  (1998:310)  says:  
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I  f ind that  the  core  meaning of  but  i s  to  s ignal  s imple  contrast ,  nothing 
more ,  and the  speaker  wi l l  se lec t  i t  when in tending to  highl ight  a  
contras t .   However,  the  S1 message wi th  which the  di rect  S2 message  
i f  contras ted—the target—may be the  direct ,  indirect ,  presupposed,  or  
enta i led  message of  S1.   But  whichever  the  message,  there  i s  only  one 
core  meaning of  but ,  a l though the  precise  nature  of  the  contras t  may be  
in terpre ted from the  S1 message involved and the  context .    
(op.c i t . :310)  
 
Let  us  have  a  look at  each case  one by one.   In  the  fol lowing example,  
the  target  of  contras t  i s  the  di rect  S1.  
 
(7)   Direct  S1 message 
John gave toys  to  Mary,  but  Sara  gave dol ls  to  Jane.  
(Fraser  1998:310)  
 
Fraser  (1998:310)  says  tha t  ‘ the  two messages  cont rast  in  a t  least  two 
corresponding areas . ’  The example  (7)  has  three  areas  of  contras t  (Fraser  
1998:310) .    
     The next  examples  show that  S2 may be  ( roughly)  the  negat ive  of  S1.  
 
(8)  protes t  
a .   A:Harry  is  honest .  
    B:But  he’s  NOT honest .  
 
 37 
b.   A:We can go.  
    B:But  I  CAN’T go s ince  I ’m not  ready.  
(op.c i t . :310-311)  
 
Fraser  (1998:310)  observes  that  ‘S2 di rect ly  contradic ts  S1,  and in  so  doing 
denies  S1.’  Fraser  (1998:310)  thinks  that  ‘ the  denial  ar i ses  f rom cont ras t  of  
a  specia l  sor t ,  which involves  the  content  of  S2 and S1,  not  as  a  funct ion of  
the  core  meaning of  but . ’   
Bach (1999:358)  a lso  doesn’t  th ink that  protes t  use  of  but  shows 
s imple  contrast ,  saying that  “sentence- ini t ia l  but  i s  genera l ly  the  but  of  
rebut ta l ,  used to  int roduce a  reason or  evidence against  something previously  
asser ted .   I f  someone says  that  Shaqui l le  O’Neal  i s  wel l -coordinated and 
you reply,  ‘But  Shaq can’t  make f ree  throws,’ you are  not  express ing a  
cont ras t  of  the  sor t  expressed in  (9)  but  ra ther  are  object ing to  the  c la im just  
made.”   
  
(9)  S h a q  i s  h u g e  b u t  h e  i s  a g i l e .                  (Bach 1999:327)  
 a .  Shaq is  huge and,  unl ike  most  huge people ,  he  i s  agi le .  
 b .  Shaq is  huge and,  unl ike  others  on the  l i s t ,  he  i s  agi le .  
 c .  Shaq is  huge and,  contrary to  what  you said ,  he  i s  agi le .  
(op.c i t . :346)  
 
Fraser  (1998:310)  says  that  ‘S2 may consis t  of  only  the  reason or  
jus t i f ica t ion for  an  asser t ion which had been dele ted. ’  
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(10)  a .  Wel l ,  she’s  near ly  a lways  in  by 10.   But  (she  may be  in  af ter  10  
s ince)  she  has  lot  of  work to  do a t  the  l ibrary.  
     b . [Context :  a  s t ranger  taking away J immy’s  bike]  
       J immy:  But  (you should  not  take  that  away s ince)  that ’s  my bike .  
(Fraser  1998:311)  
 
In  the  next  example ,  the  target  of  contras t  i s  presupposed message of  
S1.  
 
(11)  Presupposed S1 Message 
  A:  Three  of  my kids  are  in  school .   [Presupposed:The four th  is  not . ]  
  B:  But  a l l  of  your  chi ldren are  in  school .                     ( ib id. )  
 
There  are  cases  where  the  hearer  i s  forced to  f ind an enta i led message 
of  S1.  
 
(12)  Entai led Message 
  A:  Nancy is  enjoying being a  bachelor.   [enta i led:Nancy is  a  male]  
  B:  But  Nancy is  female .                                   ( ib id. )  
 
     Fraser  (1998:310)  regards  the  fo l lowing example  as  the  case  where  the  





(13)  Impl ied S1 Message 
    John is  a  pol i t ic ian .   [Pol i t ic ians  are  d ishonest . ]   But  he  i s  honest .  
(op.c i t :312)  
 
The problem wi th  Fraser  (1998)  i s  that  they seem to  t reat  rebut ta l  
usage as  a  specia l  cont ras t .   In  addi t ion to  that ,  the  core  meaning of  but  
cannot  be  to  s ignal  a  s imple  contras t .   Blakemore  (1987:134-7,  1989)  c la ims  
that  the  core  meaning of  but  cannot  be  contras t .   To prove th is ,  Blakemore  
(1987:134-137,  1989)  takes  up the  fol lowing examples  where  a  contras t  
reading is  inevi table  because  of  the  cont rast ive  s t ress .   I f  cont ras t  were  
encoded by but ,  i t  should  be  used in  the  context  where  there  i s  a  cont ras t  
between two th ings .   As  can be  seen below,  however,  the  usage of  but  i s  
awkward.  
 
(14)  A:  What’s  the  capi ta l  of  Germany now?-Bonn or  Ber l in?  
    B:    I t ’s  BERLIN,  and  not  Bonn.  
B’ :  ??I t ’s  BERLIN,  but  not  Bonn.  
(Blakemore  1987:134-7;  Hal l  2004:219)  
 
Hal l  (2004:219)  suppor ts  Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  argument  
that  a  contras t  reading of  but  cannot  be  the  core  meaning of  i t ,  showing the  
examples  below.  
 
(15)  A:   Why did  your  landlord  send round the  one armed plas terer  again  
when the  other  guy worked twice  as  fas t?  
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B:   Because  he’s  hal f  pr ice ,  whereas /whi le  the  other  guy charges  more  
to  work on a  weekend.  
B’:    Because he’s  ha l f  pr ice;  the  other  guy,  in  contras t /on the other  
hand,  charges  more  to  work on a  weekend.  
B’’ :??Because  he’s  hal f  pr ice ,  but  the  o ther  guy charges  more  to  work on 
a  weekend.                               (Hal l  2004:219)  
 
In  (15) ,  but  i s  unacceptable  in  context  where  contras t ive  connect ives  such as  
whereas  and in  contrast  can appear.   Hal l  (2004:219)  s ta tes  that  “ i f  but  
means  contrast ,  there  would  seem to  be no reason why i t  cannot  replace  other  
indica tors  of  contras t .”  
     Bes ides ,  Fraser  (1998)  does  not  analyze  the  correct ion usage of  but .   
I t  i s  impossible  to  capture  the  correct ion case  by contras t .  
     In  the  next  subsect ion,  we wi l l  review previous  s tudies  based on 
Relevance Theory,  where  i t  i s  s ta ted  tha t  but  has  procedural  informat ion on  
how the  hearer  should  make an inference.  
 
2.4 .  Relevance Theory 
One of  the  goals  of  this  thes is  i s  to  demonstra te  how Relevance  Theory  can 
expla in  funct ions  of  connect ives  wel l .   I  wi l l  review here  some impor tant  
s tudies .   Blakemore (2002)  i s  the  p ioneer  in  the  f ie ld  of  procedural  
meanings .   Chal lenging Blakemore  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) ,  Hal l  
(2005/2007)  t r ies  to  es tabl ish  a  uni tary  theory for  in terpre ta t ions  of  but  in  a  
di fferent  way.   I ten  (2005) ,  on the  other  hand,  defends  and revises  
Blakemore’s  (2002)  asser t ion.  
 41 
Blakemore (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  s tudies  the  funct ion of  
connect ives ,  based on the  Relevance  Theory  and makes  int r iguing 
suggest ions .   She  suggests  tha t  but  i s  re la ted  to  one  of  the  three  types  of  
contextual  effec ts  tha t  Sperber  and Wilson (1995:83-117)  suggested .   
Contextual  effec ts  are  def ined as  fo l lows:  
 
(16)  a .  The der ivat ion of  contextual  impl ica t ions:  the  der ivat ion of  a  new 
assumption in  a  deduct ion which crucial ly  involves  the  synthesi s  
of  P and C.  
b .  Strengthening exis t ing assumptions:  the  effect  der ived when an 
assumption in  C is  independent ly  der ived f rom a  new set  of  
premises  tha t  inc ludes  P,  or  in  other  words,  when P is  involved in  
a  ‘backwards’ inference.  
c .  Contradic t ion & el iminat ion:  the  effec t  der ived when a  
contradic t ion between P and C is  resolved by el iminat ing C.  
(Blakemore 2000:478)  
 
The remainder  of  this  sect ion wi l l  descr ibe  the  analyses  by  Blakemore  
(1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) ,  which t r ied  to  g ive  a  uni f ied  account  of  the  f ive  
usages  of  but  us ing the  not ion of  cogni t ive  effects .   
Blakemore  (2002)  c la ims that  the  funct ion of  but  i s  to  br ing about  the  
cogni t ive  effect  which ends  in  contradic t ion and el iminat ion of  an  




(17)  But  encodes  the  informat ion that  the  hearer  i s  expected to  fol low an  
inferent ia l  route  which resul ts  in  the  contradic t ion and el iminat ion of  an  
access ib le  assumption A.                    (Blakemore 2002:122)  
(18)  But  does  not  encode any informat ion about  the  contexts  where  the  effec t  
of  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion is  achieved.        (op.c i t . :118-121)  
 
Now how can Blakemore’s  proposals  account  for  the  f ive  uses  of  but  in  
the  sect ion 2 .2?   Let  us  s tar t  wi th  the  case  of  denia l  of  expecta t ion.   
Blakemore (2002:106)  a t tempts  to  make i t  c lear  what  the  di fference i s  
be tween the  ut terance  in  (19a)  and Lakoff ’s  or ig inal  example  in  (19b) ,  which 
has  a  s imilar  contras t .   (The emphases  are  the  author ’s .   In  the  res t  of  th is  
chapter,  the  emphases  are  the  author ’s  unless  there  is  a  not ice . )  
 
(19)  a .  John is  a  Republ ican and  he  i s  H O N E S T.              (op .c i t . :106)  
b .  John is  a  Republ ican but  he  is  honest .  (=  (1))  
 
Blakemore (2002:106)  argues  that  but  in  (19b)  act ivates  an inferent ia l  
process  which resul ts  in  the  cont radict ion  and el iminat ion of  the  assumpt ion 
that  John is  d ishonest .   On the  other  hand,  Blakemore  (2002:107)  says ,  the  
use  of  and  i s  jus t i f ied only i f  the  speaker  can be unders tood to  be expressing 
an a t t i tude to  the  t ru th  of  the  conjoined proposi t ion expressed.   Blakemore  
(2002:106)  adds ,  however,  tha t  the  fac t  tha t  the  speaker  of  (19a)  can be  
in terpre ted  as  communicat ing an emot ional  a t t i tude  ( for  example ,  of  surpr ise  
or  outrage)  does  not  mean that  and  encodes  emot ional  involvement .  
The examples  of  the  contras t  use  of  but  in  (3)  are  repeated here .  
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(20)  a .  Anna l ikes  reading but  Tom l ikes  tennis .    (Blakemore 2002:103)  
b .  Tom l ikes  tennis  but  Anna l ikes  reading.                 ( ib id .)  
 
Blakemore  (2002:103)  does  not  expound upon how but  funct ions  in  these  
examples ,  but  she  ment ions  that  the  s imilar i t ies  between examples  (20a)  and 
(20b)  are  superf ic ia l  and disappear  when we consider  the  context  in  which  
they are  appropr ia te .   Blakemore  (2002) ,  perhaps ,  means  that  in  (20a)  i t  wi l l  
f i t  the  context  where  the  assumpt ion tha t  i f  Anna l ikes  reading,  Tom l ikes  
reading is  e l iminated.   In  (20b) ,  on the  other  hand,  i t  wi l l  su i table  for  the  
context  where  the  assumpt ion that  i f  Tom l ikes  tennis ,  Anna l ikes  tennis  i s  
e l iminated.   In  th is  sense ,  there  i s  no  need to  d is t inguish  between a  contras t  
but  and a  denia l  of  expecta t ion but ,  both of  which act ivate  an  inferent ia l  
process  which resul ts  in  the  contradic t ion and el iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.  
The examples  (4)  as  a  “correct ion”  reading of  but  wi l l  be  repeated in  
(21) .   Blakemore  (2002:117)  shows the  examples  (21)  as  a  “correct ion” 
reading of  but ,  which means  “ i t  i s  not  c lever  that  he  i s ,  but  ra ther  
hardworking,”  borrowing Schourup’s  (2005:87)  express ion.   
 
(21)  Correct ion 
He isn’t  c lever,  but  hardworking.            (Blakemore 2002:110)  
 
Blakemore (2002:110-111)  says  that  the  correct ion reading of  these  
examples  as  depending on a  double  el iminat ion of  the  same assumpt ion ‘he is  
clever , ’ by vi r tue  of  both  the  negat ion in  the  f i r s t  segment ,  and the  
cont radict ion and el iminat ion in i t ia ted  by but  i t se l f .”   
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(22)  He is  c lever.  
 
According to  Blakemore (2002:111) ,  “ i f  but  i s  a  means  of  ac t ivat ing an  
inference  which resul ts  in  the  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion of  an  assumption 
manifes t  to  the  hearer  which is  contradic tory  to  an  assumpt ion he  is  
communicat ing.”   Provided that  the  f i rs t  segment  is  i t se l f  re levant  as  a  
cont radict ion,  (22)  is  an assumpt ion which would be  presumed to  be  manifes t  
to  the  hearer.   The f i rs t  segment  i s  denying the t ruth  of  (22)  and but  
ac t ivates  an  inference  which resul ts  in  e l iminat ion  of  the  manifes t  
assumpt ion.   In  shor t ,  the  manifes t  assumpt ion,  “He is  c lever” is  denied by 
the f i r s t  segment ,  “He isn’t  c lever”  and but .   
The but  in  (23)  represents  i t s  four th  in terpreta t ion,  that  i s ,  ‘object ion. ’   
 
(23)  [speaker,  who is  in  shock,  has  been given a  whisky]  
But  I  don’t  dr ink.                                  (op.c i t . :118)  
 
Speaking of  the  funct ion of  but ,  in  (23) ,  i t  i s  to  indica te  that  an  
assumpt ion l ike  (24)  must  be  e l iminated.  
 
(24)  The speaker  of  (23)  can be  expected to  dr ink the whisky that  i s  be ing 
offered.                                          (op .c i t . :121)  
 
From this  example ,  i t  can be  sa id  that  the  e l iminated assumpt ion does  not  
a lways  need to  be  der ivable  f rom a  previous  expl ic i t  d iscourse  segment .  
     Now,  the  d ivers ion use  of  but  wi l l  be  descr ibed.   I  repeat  the  example  
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(6)  as  (25) .  
 
(25)  A:  Do al l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
B:  The 85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  St reet .  
(op.c i t . :104)  
 
Blakemore (2002:104-105)  g ives  an  account  of  the  process  of  inference that  
but  guides  the  hearer.   B’s  reply  in  (25)  may be  unders tood to  contradic t  the  
assumpt ion in  (27a) ,  but  this  assumption is  not  der ived f rom the  f i rs t  
segment  of  the  ut terance.   With  the  appropr ia te  in tonat ion ,  this  segment  
would suggest  tha t  there  are  o ther  buses  from the  s top which are  not  l ike  the  
85 and the  86 in  th is  respect ,  which given the  contextual  assumpt ion in  (27b) ,  
contextual ly  impl ies  tha t  the  84 and the  87 do not  go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens.   
But -segment  achieves  the  re levance through informing the  hearer  not  jus t  
where  the  84 and the  87 buses  go,  but  where  they go given that  they do not  
go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens .  
 
(26)  84 and 87 buses  go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens.  
(27)  a .  Al l  the  other  buses  f rom this  s top do not  go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens.  
    b .  84  and 87 buses  go f rom this  s top.                  (op .c i t :104)  
 
There  i s  another  case .   In the  case  of  lack  for  the  contextual  assumpt ion in  
(27b) ,  the  hearer  may f ind i t  re levant  to  know which buses  do not  go to  
Piccadi l ly  Gardens ,  and the  speaker  would thus  be provided with reason for  
encouraging the  hearer  to  see  the  re levance of  the  second segment  as  ly ing in  
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the  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion of  (27b) .  
In  this  sect ion ,  we saw Blakemore’s  proposal  that  but  ac t ivates  an  
inference  which resul ts  in  the  contradict ion and e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion,  
which she  c la ims can account  for  the  f ive  uses  of  but .  
Al though Blakemore’s  analys is  has  many in teres t ing points  and has  
been very  inf luent ia l ,  i t  has  been cr i t ic ized by some authors .   Hal l  (2004,  
2005/2007)  argues  that  but  does  not  ac t ivate  an  inference  but  i t  suspends  an  
inference .   I ten  (2005)  mainta ins  tha t  the  assumpt ion to  be  e l iminated  must  
be  manifes t .   In  the  next  subsect ion,  we  wi l l  see  the  deta i led  discuss ions  by 
Hal l ’s  (2004,  2005/2007)  and I ten  (2005) .  
 
2.5 .  Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  vs .  Blakemore (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) /Iten 
(2005)  
In  th is  subsect ion,  we wi l l  review two al ternat ives  to  Blakemore’s  analysis .  
Fi rs t ,  we wi l l  take  a  quick look a t  proposals  by Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  and 
I ten (2005) .   Next ,  we wil l  see  how they account  for  the  f ive  uses  of  but  in  
deta i l .  
Hal l  (2004:223)  chal lenges  Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  
proposal ,  suggest ing that  but  does  not  encode resul t s  in  the  e l iminat ion  of  a  
manifes t  assumpt ion.   According to  Hal l  (2004:226) ,  but  can der ive  any of  
the  three  kinds  of  cogni t ive  effects .   Hal l  (2004:226)  a l leges  that  the  case  
of  correct ion but  on  Blakemore’s  (2002)  analys is  der ives  the  cogni t ive  effect  
of  s t rengthening.   To be  more  precise ,  Hal l  (2004:226)  s ta tes  that  the  main  
re levance ,  even in  denial  uses ,  l ies  not  in  the  cont radict ion and e l iminat ion 
of  the  assumpt ion,  but  in ge t t ing the  hearer  to  enter ta in  the  impl ica ted  
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premise  and the  fac t  that  the  s ta te  of  affa i rs  in t roduced by the  but -c lause i s  
an except ion,  f rom which the  cogni t ive  effects  of  the  ut terance fol low.   In  
sum,  she c la ims that  Blakemore’s  account  of  but  as  encoding contradict ion  
and e l iminat ion i s  too res t r ic t ive;  the  const ra int  encoded by but  i s  to  suspend 
an inference that  would resul t  in  a  contradict ion with what  fol lows,  so  
diver ts  h im from a  conclus ion that  he  could  potent ia l ly  have drawn.   
 
(28)  The constra int  encoded by but   
The funct ion of  but  i s  to  ‘suspend an  inference  that  would resul t  in  a  
contradic t ion with  what  fo l lows.’                 (Hal l  2004:228)  
 
For  Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007) ,  d i fferent  interpre ta t ions  of  but  i s  der ived f rom 
the  degrees  of  sa l ience of  some par t icular  conclus ion that  i s  undermined,  and 
th is  depends  on the  rela t ion  between the  two conjuncts .   In  the  
‘denia l -of-expecta t ion’ use ,  i t ’s  obvious  what  i s  denied by the  c lause  
in t roduced by but :  in  (29a) ,  for  example ,  the  but -c lause  is  cut t ing off  the  
inference  to  (29b) .   I f  the  but -c lause  contradicts  an assumption that  was  
easi ly  accessible  on the bas is  of  the  f i rs t  c lause ,  i t  makes th is  assumpt ion 
more  sa l ient ,  and the  ut terance has  a  denia l -of-expecta t ion reading.  
 
(29)  a .  Anne i s  r ich  but  unhappy.  
b .  Anne is  happy.  
 
In  the  ‘contras t ’ use  on the  other  hand,  i t  i s  not  c lear  what  l ine  of  inference  
is  being cut  off :  there  may be  a  range of  weakly  sa l ient  potent ia l  
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impl ica t ions  of  the  f i rs t  c lause  tha t  are  in  some way inconsis tent  wi th 
impl ica t ions  of  the  but -c lause ,  and any one of  these  would sa t is fy  the  
const ra int  encoded by but .   For  example ,  the  f i rs t  c lause  of  (30)  may l icense  
a  conclus ion l ike  we don’t  have a  candidate  for  our basketbal l  team ;  or  the  
hearer  might  have asked a  quest ion  that  assumes that  John and Bi l l  wi l l  be  
a l ike  in  some re levant  respect—whether  they are  a l ike  or  not  i s  lef t  open by  
the  f i rs t  c lause .  
 
(30)  John is  ta l l  but  Bi l l  i s  shor t .  
 
In  the  meant ime,  I ten’s  (2005)  proposal  i s  as  fol lows,  which is  the  
revised vers ion of  Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  or iginal  one:  
 
(31)  What  fol lows (Q)  contradic ts  and e l iminates  an assumpt ion that  i s  
manifes t  in  the  context .                        ( I ten  2005:147)  
 
I ten  (2005:146)  c la ims that  there  i s  every  reason that  the  assumpt ion to  be  
denied should  be  manifes t .   F i rs t ,  i t  i s  hard  to  see  how something that  was  
never  represented as  t rue or  probably t rue  could  be  contradic ted and 
e l iminated.   Second,  i f  an  assumption need be  s imply  accessible  ra ther  than 
manifes t ,  but  should  be  acceptable  in  (32) ,  because  the  but  c lause  would 
deny the  assumption that  Mary is  n ice ,  which i s  surely made accessible  by  
the  f i rs t  c lause .  
 
(32)  ?John doubts  that  Mary is  n ice  but  she  isn’t .         (op .c i t . :146)  
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I ten  (2005:155)  counters  Hal l ' s  (2004,  2005/2007)argument  saying that  i f  
there’s  an inference  to  be  cut  off ,  then there  i s  a lso  l ikely  to  be an 
assumpt ion (conclusion)  tha t  i s  (or  would  be)  the  resul t  of  such an inference.   
Since  the  but  c lause  only  occurs  af ter  the  assumpt ion that  might  have 
t r iggered an inappropria te  inference,  i t ’s  l ikely that  the  inference wi l l  have  
yie lded an undesi rable  conclusion,  which wi l l  have  to  be  e l iminated  i f  the  
inference  is  cut  off  ( I ten 2005:155) .  
Now le t ’s  compare  thei r  analyses  to  make di fferences  c learer.   Fi rs t ly,  
Hal l  (2004:221)  points  out  tha t  indirect  denial  proves  somewhat  problematic  
for  Blakemore’s  (2002)  proposal .  
 
(33)   A:  Do you th ink we can re ly  on him? 
B:  Wel l  he  is  honest ,  but  he  is  a  Republ ican,  so  I  don’t  know.    
(Hal l  2004:221)  
 
Here ,  the  but -c lause doesn’t  seem to be  e l iminat ing an  assumpt ion,  but  jus t  
int roducing an  argument  tha t  points  in  a  d i fferent  di rec t ion.   In  B’s  reply,  
the  f i rs t  c lause  impl ica tes  We can rely  on him ;  the  second impl ica tes  We can’t .   
I f  the  assumpt ion We can rely  on him  has  been e l iminated by the  t ime the  
hearer  ge ts  as  far  as  the  end of  the  but -c lause,  then,  on hear ing I  don’t  know ,  
he  would have to  go back and reprocess  B’s  reply,  and i t  should  sound 
marked.   However,  there  is  nothing marked about  th is  ut terance ,  indicat ing 
that  the  cogni t ive  effec t  here  i s  not  one of  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion.  
(Hal l  2004:221)  
I ten  (2005:153-154)  doubts  th is  reasoning and takes  up the  fol lowing 
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example  for  a  rebut ta l .  
 
(34)  A:Do you th ink we can re ly  on him? 
B:  Wel l ,  he  is  honest ,  but  he  is  a  Republ ican,  so  I  don’t  know.  
    B’ :  I  don’t  know.  
    B”:?Well ,  he  i s  honest ,  but  he  is  a  Republ ican,  so  i t  could  go e i ther  way.  
( I ten  2005:153-154)  
 
I ten (2005:154)  makes  a  point  that  I  don’t  know  i t se l f  i s  most  l ike ly  to  be  
interpreted  as  a  negat ive .   The response ,  ‘I  don’t  know, ’ i s  most  l ikely  to  be  
interpreted as  meaning that  John probably can be  t rus ted by A.   In  addi t ion 
to  that ,  I ten (2005:154)  adds  that  the  conclus ion is  not  genuinely  up in  the  
a i r,  because  ‘ i t  could  go e i ther  way’  i s  less  appropr ia te  as  you can see .  
      Secondly,  Hal l  (2005:20)  c la ims that  Blakemore’s  (2002:100)  account  
that  but  ac t ivates  an  inference which resul ts  in  the  contradict ion and 
e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion runs  in to  d i ff icul t ies  wi th  ‘contras t ’ uses  of  
but .  
 
(35)  John is  Engl ish  but  Bi l l  i s  Welsh .                 (Hal l  2004:222)  
 
Blakemore’s  (2002:101-102)  account  i s  tha t  they s imply  involve  a  denial  of  
expectat ion that  there’s  no contras t .   To borrow Hal l ’s  (2004:222)  words ,  
‘ in  (35) ,  the  hearer  would have to  expect  that  Bi l l  wi l l  be  Engl ish ,  the  same 
as  John.’  Hal l  (2004:222)  argues  that  there  i s  a  problem that  Blakemore 
(2002)  doesn’t  expla in  why the  hearer  might  have been holding any such 
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assumpt ion.   Besides  that ,  Hal l  (2004:222)  s ta tes  that  ‘ i t  seems to  be  
enough for  the  hearer  to  recognize  that  the  speaker  i s  drawing a t tent ion to  
the  fact  that  the  th ings  are  di fferent ,  which may or  may not  have been 
manifes t  to  h im al ready.’  
     Blakemore  (2002:111)  argues  tha t  ‘ for  an  ut terance to  achieve 
re levance as  a  contradic t ion,  i t  must  communicate  an  assumpt ion which is  
cont radictory to  an assumption which the  hearer  bel ieves  to  be  t rue .   
According to  Hal l  (2005:20) ,  however,  i t  doesn’t  seem that  any expecta t ion 
of  hearer ’s  gets  denied in  (35)  or  tha t  any assumpt ion suppor ted by the  f i rs t  
c lause  i s  cont radic ted. ’  
For  I ten  (2005) ,  on the  other  hand,  the  c la im that  the  denied assumpt ion 
is  required to  be  manifes t  does  not  mean that  the  assumpt ion is  ‘ represented’ 
or  ‘expected’ .   In  fact ,  she  a lso  admits  that  i t  i s  far  f rom obvious  that  the  
f i rs t  c lause  in  (35)  ra ises  an  expecta t ion that  the  second c lause  denies .  
Fol lowing the  l ine  of  thought  proposed by I ten  (2005:149) ,  i t  i s  a t  leas t  
poss ib le  that  John is  Engl ish  makes  manifes t  the  assumpt ion that  Bi l l  (or  any 
other  person that  might  be  ta lked about  next )  i s  Engl ish ,  even i f  jus t  very  
weakly.   I t  could  be  that  the  mere  fac t  tha t  the  speaker  i s  ta lking about  John 
and Bi l l  in  the  same ut terance makes i t  more  l ikely tha t  they share  the  
proper ty  being ta lked about .  
Here  are  two quest ions .   Fi rs t ,  how ‘sa l ient ’ a  manifes t  assumpt ion 
should  be?   Second,  i s  there  any speci f ic  assumpt ion,  manifes t  or  not ,  tha t  
i s  denied in  the  ‘contras t ’ uses  of  but?  
As for  the  f i rs t  quest ion,  the  answer  is  c lear  in  the  Relevance Theory.  
As Sperber  and Wilson (1986/95:39)  put  i t ,  ‘ for  an  assumpt ion to  be  manifes t  
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does not  necessar i ly  mean that  i t  i s  mental ly  represented—just  that  i t ’s  
capable  of  being represented (and accepted as  t rue  or  probably t rue) . ’  We 
do not  see  any discrepancy in  this  point  between Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  and 
I ten  (2005) .  
As for  the  second quest ion,  Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  says  ‘apparent ly,  
no, ’ whi le  I ten  repl ies  ‘yes ,  though i t ’s  very weakly manifes t . ’  I  would l ike  
to  suppor t  I ten  (2005) ,  because  there  should  be  an assumpt ion i f  an  inference  
is  suspended as  I ten  (2005)  points  out .  
This  ‘manifestness’ problem1 reappears  in  the  analys is  of  Divers ion 
uses  of  but .   Let  us  see  how Hal l  (2004:222-223)  reanalyzes  Blakemore’s  
(2002)  example  below.   The example in  (25)  wi l l  be  reci ted as  (36) .  
 
(36)  A:Do a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
    B:The 85 and 86 do,  but  84 and 87 go to  Cross  St reet .  
 (Blakemore 2002:104)  
 
                                                  
1  I t en  (2000:228)  a l so  t akes  a  skep t ica l  v iew of  the  requ i rement  by  Blakemore  
(1987 ,  1989)  tha t  the  con t rad ic ted  and  e l imina ted  assumpt ion  be  mani fes t  to  the  
hearer.   She  sugges t s  tha t  th i s  assumpt ion  i s  r equ i red  to  be  on ly  access ib le  to  h im.  
Ha l l  (2004 :225)  re fu tes  th i s  downgrad ing  o f  mani fes tness  and  a l l eges  tha t  i f  bu t  
guides  the  heare r  to  make  in fe rence  tha t  resu l t s  in  the  cont rad ic t ion  and  
e l imina t ion  o f  assumpt ion ,  then  th i s  assumpt ion  mus t  be  man i fes t .   Ha l l ’s  
(2004 :222)  obse rva t ion  i s  tha t  i t  migh t  ‘be  enough  for  the  hea re r  to  recognize  tha t  
the  speaker  i s  d rawing  a t t en t ion  to  the  fac t  the  two  th ings  a re  d i ffe ren t ,  which  may  
or  may  no t  have  been  mani fes t  to  h im a l ready. ’  
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Blakemore (2002:104)  c la ims that  the  assumpt ion which is  under lying A’s  
quest ion is  “ that  a l l  buses  from the  s top are  a l ike  in  respect  of  whether  they 
go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens,  and that  there  is  a  s ingle  ‘yes’ or  ‘no’ answer  to  
her  quest ion here .”   Hal l  (2004:223)  argues  tha t  “ i t  doesn’t  look l ike  any 
assumptions  that  A is  making about  B’s  answer  are  manifest ly  get t ing 
cont radic ted,”  because  “ the  assumption under lying A’s  quest ion has  to  be  
that  a t  leas t  some of  them do.   Otherwise ,  she  would  have asked whether  
any of  them do,  not  a l l  of  them do.”  
     Hal l  (2004:227)  takes  up the  fol lowing examples  in  order  to  show the 
advantage of  her  proposal .  
 
(37)  A:  Do al l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
B:  The 85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  St reet .  
B’ :??Only the  85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  Street .  
B’’ :Only the  85 and 86 do.   The 84 and 87 go to  Cross  Street .  
(Hal l  2004:227)  
 
Here  i s  Hal l ’s  (2004:227)  explanat ion:  In  (25B) ,  a f ter  the  f i rs t  c lause ,  there  
i s  a  potent ia l  inferent ia l  route ,  such as  and so do the  84 and 87…, which is  
h ighly  unl ikely  to  be  an expecta t ion of  the  hearer ’s .   Therefore ,  the  use  of  
but  i s  acceptable .   In  (25B’) ,  on the  other  hand,  the  use  of  only  excludes  
any potent ia l  inferent ia l  route .   That  i s  why but  i s  unacceptable .  




(38)  A:  Not  a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens ,  do they? 
B:  No.  The 85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  Street .  
 ( I ten  2005:154-155)  
 
I ten  (2005:154-155)  analyzes  as  fo l lows:  i t  can  be  sa id  tha t  not  al l  buses  
from this  bus  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens  i s  the  assumpt ion that  i s  
manifes t  to  A.   However,  the  f i rs t  par t  of  B’s  ut terance  i s  l ikely  to  make i t  
weakly  manifest  that  the  next  buses  ment ioned wil l  a l so  go to  Piccadi l ly  
Gardens.   For  example ,  there  i s  a  poss ibi l i ty  of  B’s  saying l ike  (39) .  
 
(39)  The 85 and 86 do,  as  do the  84 and 87.   The 116 and the  195 don’t ,  
though.                                          (op.c i t :155)  
 
Fourthly,  Hal l  (2004:225)  ment ions  tha t  “for  an  ut terance  to  achieve  
re levance as  a  contradict ion,  there  must  have been a  poss ibi l i ty  that  the  
hearer  would have  presented the  contradic ted assumption as  t rue .   So i f  the  
re levance  of  but ’s  cont r ibut ion l ies  in  the  cont radict ion and e l iminat ion of  
assumpt ion,  then th is  assumption must  be  manifes t .”   With  ‘correct ion 
reading,’ however,  Hal l  (2004:225)  c la ims that  “ i t  i s  d i ff icul t  to  ident i fy  the  
exact  assumpt ion in  quest ion.”    
     As  to  the  example  in  (40) ,  Hal l  (2004:224)  s ta tes  as  fo l lows:  s ince  the  
f i rs t  c lause  was  obviously  in tended to  achieve re levance as  a  denia l ,  (40b)  i s  
no longer  manifes t  to  the  hearer  for  the  in terpre ta t ion  of  the  but -c lause ,  so  a  
const ra int  requir ing that  a  manifes t  assumpt ion be  contradic ted and 
e l iminated won’t  be  sa t is f ied .    
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(40)  a .  That  i s  not  my s is ter,  but  my mother.   
    b .  She is  my s is ter.                             (Hal l  2004:223)  
 
Hal l  (2007:172)  l imi ted  hersel f  to  suggest  that  a  ful l  account  of  correct ion  
but  i s  l ikely  to  involve  the  in teract ion of  the  conjunct ion reduct ion which 
encourages  the  correct ion reading,  p lus  metal inguis t ic  negat ion,  and 
contextual  fac tors  which determine whether  the  correc t ion or  denial  reading  
is  preferred.   
     I ten’s  (2005)  proposal ,  on  the  other  hand,  i s  c learer.   Let  us  see  I ten’s  
(2005:149-150)  observat ion.  
 
(41)  A:  Your  s is ter  looks  a  lo t  l ike  you.  
    B:  That  i s  not  my s is ter,  but  my mother.            ( I ten  2005:149)  
 
In  (41) ,  A’s  ut terance  te l l s  us  that  he thinks  tha t  woman in  quest ion ( le t ’s  
cal l  her  C)  i s  B’s  s i s ter.   The more  s t rongly  A bel ieves  th is ,  the  more  l ikely  
i t  i s  tha t  B’s  asser t ion that  C isn’t  her  s is ter  i s  not  enough to  make A discard  
the  assumpt ion that  C is  B’s  s is ter.   The asser t ion C is  B’s  mother  i s  l ikely  
to  succeed in  e l iminat ing A’s  mistaken assumpt ion.  
     Umbach (2004:172)  a lso  a l leges  that  both  contras t  and correct ion but  
a re  re la ted  to  denia l  of  expecta t ion.   According to  Umbach (2004:172) ,  
there  are  di fferent  impl ic i t  ques t ions  which br ing about  di fferent  
expecta t ions .   The contras t  induces  the  expecta t ion that  John went  to  Ber l in  
and to  Par is ,  whi le  the  correct ion induces  the  expectat ion that  John went  to  
Berl in .  
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(42)  a  John didn’t  go to  Ber l in  but  he  went  to  Par is .  
    b .  Did  John go to  Ber l in  and a lso  to  Par is?  
    c .  John might  have gone to Ber l in ,  in  addi t ion to  Par is .  
(43)  a .  John didn’t  go to Ber l in  but  to  Par is .   
    b .  Did  John go to  Ber l in?  
    c .  He might  have gone to  Berl in  ins tead of  Par is .  
(Umbach 2004:172)  
 
I ten’s  (2005)  argument  i s  suppor ted by th is  observat ion.  
     I ten’s  (2005)  proposal  need not  exclude the  correct ion use ,  whereas  
Blakemore (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  and Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  appear  to  
t rea t  i t  as  an  except ion.   In that  point ,  I ten (2005)  i s  super ior  to  Hal l  (2004,  
2005) ,  a l though I ten  (2005)  does  not  show any evidence agains t  the  
suggest ion that  correct ion but  should  be  t rea ted separate ly. 2     
                                                  
2   In  some  o ther  l anguages ,  the re  i s  a  d i ffe ren t  word  fo r  cor rec t ion  bu t .   In  
Span ish  and  German,  fo r  example ,  bu t  i s  t r ans la ted  in to  pe ro /aber,  and  
s ino / sondern  i s  used  fo r  co r rec t ion  bu t .  
 
( i )  a .  I t  wasn’t  he r  bu t  She i la  who  to ld  me .  
b .  No  fue  e l l a  s ino  She i l a  qu ien  me  lo  d i jo .  
no t  was  she  bu t  She i la  who  me  i t  to ld  
( i i )  a .  I t  appears  tha t  she’s  no t  Greek  bu t  Alban ian .  
b .  Parece  que  no  es  g r iega ,  s ino  a lbanesa .  
I t .appears  tha t  no t  i s  Greek  bu t  A lban ian  
( i i i )  a .  Not  on ly  d id  she  h i t  h im,  bu t  she  a l so  … 
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2.6 .  Considerat ions  
As we saw in  the  previous  sect ion,  only  Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  
2002)  and I ten’s  (2005)  framework can preserve  a  uni tary analysis  of  but .   
Blakemore’s  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  suggest ions  are  a lmost  the  same as  
I ten’s  (2005) .   However,  I ten  (2005)  appears  to  succeed in  captur ing the  
correct ion use  bet ter  than Blakemore  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002) .   Blakemore 
(1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  and Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  seem to t rea t  i t  as  an  
except ion,  saying that  conjunct ion reduct ion  i s  re la ted  to  the  correct ion  use.   
For  that  reason,  I ten  (2005)  demonstra tes  an  advantage over  Hal l  (2004,  
2005/2007) .   In  th is  sect ion,  I  wi l l  take  up some other  problemat ic  examples  
to  Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  and demonstra te  the  super ior i ty  of  I ten  (2005) .  
 
2 .6 .1 .  Presence of  Cognit ive  Effect  
Firs t ,  i t  should  be  pointed out  that  Hal l ’s  (2004:226)  asser t ion that  but  does  
not  encode the  cogni t ive  effect  of  contradict ion and el iminat ion i s  open to  
dispute .   Let  us  take a  look a t  the  fo l lowing examples .  
 
                                                                                                                                                                
b .  No só lo  l e  pegó  s ino  que  también  … 
no t  on ly  h im h i t  bu t  tha t  as .much  
( iv )  a .  no t  tha t  book  bu t  th i s  one  
b .  n ich t  das  Buch ,  sondern  d ieses  
(v )  a .  no t  on ly  … but  a l so  




(44)  A:John and Peter  don’t  l ive in  the  same place ,  do they? 
    B:No,  John l ives  in  Amsterdam and/??  but  Peter  l ives  in  Rot terdam.  
(45)  A:John and Peter  both  l ive  in  the  same place ,  don’t  they? 
    B:No,  John ( indeed)  l ives  in  Amsterdam but /??  and Peter  l ives  in  
Rot terdam.                                ( I ten  2005:138)  
 
These  examples  appear  to be  problemat ic  to  Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007) .   In  
(44B) ,  af ter  the  f i rs t  c lause ,  there  cannot  be  a  potent ia l  inferent ia l  route ,  
such as  and so  do Peter,  because  B a l ready answers  ‘No.’  On the  other  hand,  
I ten  (2005)  does  not  c la im that  the  previous  segment  t r iggers  inference.   A’s  
quest ion conveys  the  expecta t ion that  John and Peter  both  l ive  in  the  same 
place .   The expecta t ion is  denied by but -c lause.  
 
2.6 .2  Addit ional  Topic  Use 
Let  us  go on to  the  next  problem with  Hal l ’s  (2004,  2005/2007)  analys is .   
Umbach (2001/2005)  argues  that  in  contras t  examples ,  but  denies  an  
expecta t ion whi le  and  does  not .   Let  us  take  a  look a t  Umbach’s  
(2001/2005)  analys is  on the  topic  change use  of  but .   Umbach (2001:175)  
expla ins  the  fol lowing examples  as  fo l lows:  in  (46)  Adam asks  about  a l l  o f  
the  chi ldren,  and Ben addresses  one par t  of  the  chi ldren in  the  f i rs t  conjunct  





(46)  The Topic  Change3  
a .  Adam:What  d id  the  chi ldren do today? 
b .  Ben:The smal l  chi ldren s tayed a t  HOME and/but  the  bigger  ones  went  
to  the  ZOO. 
   c .  Ben’s  quaes t io  when us ing and :  
What  did  the  smal l  ch i ldren do and what  did  the  bigger  ones  do? 
   d .  Ben’s  quaes t io  when us ing but :  
What  d id  the  smal l  chi ldren do,  and did  the  bigger  ones  do the  same?  
 (Umbach 2005:228)  
 
In  (47) ,  a l though Adam asks about  the  smal l  chi ldren only,  Ben f i rs t  refers  to  
the  bigger  ones ,  and Adam had to  wai t  for  the  second conjunct  to  get  the  
required informat ion.    
 
(47)  a .  Adam:What  d id  the  smal l  chi ldren do today? 
    b .  Ben:The bigger  chi ldren went  to  the  ZOO, but /*and the  smal l  ones  
s tayed a t  HOME. 
                                                  
3  Boldface  type  deno tes  a  con t ras t ive  top ic  accen t  and  CAPS denote  a  focus  
accen t .  
She  sugges t s  d i s t ingui sh ing  be tween  the  over t  ques t ion  posed  in  a  d ia log  
and  the  impl ic i t  “quaes t io”  addressed  in  the  answer .  The  quaes t io  o f  an  
u t t e rance  i s  supposed  to  be  a  ques t ion  which  i s  a  pos te r io r i  r econs t ruc ted  f ro m 
the  u t t e rance .  In  the  unmarked  case  in  (46) ,  fo r  example ,  the  quaes t io  
recons t ruc ted  f rom Ben’s  answer  i s  equa l  to  Adam’s  ques t ion .  Bu t  in  (47)  and  
(48)  the  quaes t io  o f  the  answer  i s  s l igh t ly  d i ffe ren t  f rom the  over t  ques t ion .  
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   c .  Ben’s  quaes t io:  
What  d id  the  b igger  chi ldren do,  and did  the  smal l  ones  do the  same? 
 
In  (48)  Adam’s  quest ion is  a l ready answered by the  f i rs t  conjunct  and the  
conjunct  gives  informat ion Adam did  not  ask for.   
 
(48)  a .  Adam: What  did  the  smal l  chi ldren do today? 
 b .  Ben:  The small  chi ldren s tayed a t  HOME, but /*and the  bigger  ones  
went  to  the  ZOO. 
 c .  Ben’s  quaes t io:  
What  d id  the  smal l  chi ldren do,  and did  the  bigger  ones  do the  same?  
 (Umbach 2001:175-176)  
 
As you can see ,  in  (46b) ,  both  and and but  are  acceptable .   Umbach 
(2001:185/2005:227-228)  argues  that  i t  i s  because  Ben may in tend his  answer  
as  e i ther  refer r ing to  the  quest ion (46c)  or  to  the  one  in  (46d) .   The crucial  
di fference  i s  tha t  but -quaest io  t r iggers  the  expecta t ion that  the  bigger  
chi ldren did  the  same thing as  the  smal l  ones  did ,  whi le  and -quaest io  does  
not .   Umbach’s  (2001:186/2005:228)  observat ion is  as  fo l lows:  Ben 
del ibera te ly  conveys  this  expecta t ion by us ing but .   I t  i s  t rue  tha t  Ben  
deviates  f rom the  or ig inal  topic  of  Adam’s quest ion,  but  Ben presents  the  
addi t ional  topic  as  be ing c losely  re la ted  to  the  or ig inal  one.   Umbach (2001:  
186/2005:228)  adds  that  Ben suggests  that  the  addi t ional  topic  i s  re levant ,  
too,  and the  deviat ion is  reasonable .  
In  (47)  and (48) ,  the  use  of  but  ins tead of  and  render  and  
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over- informat ive  answer  acceptable .   The  dia logues in  (47)  and (48)  can be  
expla ined in  the  same way.    
The problem with Hal l ’s  (2004:226)  proposal  i s  tha t  in  (48) ,  Adam’s  
quest ion is  only  about  the  smal l  chi ldren,  so  i t  i s  d i ff icul t  for  the  hearer  
Adam to  f ind  out  a  potent ia l  inference  af ter  the  f i r s t  conjunct .   That  i s  
because  i t ’s  l ike ly  that  the  inference  wi l l  have yie lded an undesi rable  
conclus ion to  be e l iminated i f  the  inference is  cut  off ,  g iven tha t  the  but  
c lause  only occurs  af ter  the  assumpt ion that  might  have t r iggered an 
inappropr ia te  inference,  as  I ten  (2005:155)  point  outs .   Fol lowing I ten  
(2005) ,  the  assumption to  be  denied should  be  manifes t  to  the  hearer  af te r  
the  whole  ut terance emerges .   The c lause  proceeding but ,  ‘The bigger  
chi ldren went  to  the  ZOO’ can make an assumption manifest ,  even i f  very  
weakly.    
 
(49)  The smal l  ones  went  to  the  ZOO, too.  
 
The hearer  wi l l  f ind what  the  assumpt ion is  and the  re levance i s  
accomplished by e l iminat ing i t .  
Schiff r in  (1987)  a lso  recognizes  this  use  of  but .   Schiff r in  (1987:160)  
ment ions  that  but  prefaces  the  par t  of  the  answer  which,  a l though extraneous  
to  the  ac tual  informat ion requested ,  provides  a  more  socia l ly  coopera t ive  
response .    
 
(50)  Sal ly :Did you ever  have a  dream,  where  you woke up and you found 
yoursel f  l ike  on the  f loor :or…sleepwalking or  anything l ike  that?  
 62 
Zelda:No I  didn’t .  But  my eh        yeh.  My older  boy 
Sal ly:  k ids?  
Zelda:uh:eh:he:especia l ly  s -  he-  he  used t ’ta lk ,  in  h is  s leep,  before  he  
marr ied .  
 (Schiff r in  1987:160)  
 
There  seems to  be  no potent ia l  inference  because  Zelda  gives  the  requested  
informat ion by Sal ly  when Zelda  u t ters  ‘No,  I  d idn’t . ’  This  problem can be  
solved by I ten  (2005)  in  the  same way as  the  previous  example .   In  I ten  
(2005) ,  an  assumpt ion is  supposed to  be  manifest  to  the  hearer  when 
but-c lause  is  processed.   The  previous  sentence ,  ‘No,  I  d idn’t ’ makes  an  
assumpt ion manifes t  even i f  weakly.    
 
(51)   I  have nothing to  do wi th  th is  k ind of  d isorder.  
 
This  assumpt ion wi l l  be  deleted  by the  but -c lause .   I t  can  be  said  that  
but -c lause  cont radic ts  and e l iminates  an assumpt ion that  i s  manifest  in  the  
context .   
 
2.6 .3  Crupi’s  (2004)  Analysis  on the Funct ion of  But  
Another  evidence of  the  val id i ty  of  Blakemore  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  and 
I ten  (2005)  comes from Crupi  (2004) .  Crupi  suggests  that  the  segment  
fol lowing but  i s  themat ica l ly  re levant  and shows us  the  evidence  f rom the  
perspect ive  of  communicat ive  purpose .   Her  analys is  seems to  be  in  favor  of  
Blakemore (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  and I ten  (2005) .   In th is  subsect ion,  
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Crupi’s  (2004)  examinat ion wi l l  be  br ief ly  descr ibed.  
Fi rs t  of  a l l ,  I  wi l l  show the  essent ia l  point  of  Crupi ’s  (2004)  proposal  
on the  funct ion of  but  below.    
 
(52)  But ,  OVERRIDE:  Abandon assumption of  informat ion A in favor  of  more 
themat ica l ly  re levant  informat ion B.            (Crupi  2004:138)  
 
Crupi  (2004)  suggests  tha t  the  d is t r ibut ional  predic t ion of  but  can be  
formal ized in  the  fol lowing manner.  
  
(53)  But  wi l l  be  found more  f requent ly  than yet  or  s t i l l  in  context  where  
informat ion A receives  l i t t le  e laborat ion ( -ELAB) or  no addi t ional  
ment ion;  and informat ion B is  h ighly  e labora ted  (+ELAB) in  the  
subsequent  text .  
 
      Informat ion A but  informat ion B… informat ion B  
                                            (Crupi  2004:140)  
   
As  you can see ,  Crupi’s  (2004)  proposal  requires  the  previous  segment  to  be  
expl ic i t ,  but  the  requirement  seems to  be  improper to  capture  the  var ious  
funct ions  of  but .   Anyway,  the  in tent ion of  referr ing to  Crupi’s  (2004)  
analysis  i s  not  to  f ind faul t  wi th  i t ,  but  to  show i t  can support  Blakemore  
(1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  and I ten (2005) .    
Now, I  wi l l  i l lus t ra te  Crupi’s  (2004)  explanat ion on the  funct ion of  but  
f rom the  perspect ive  of  communicat ive  purpose .   To show OVERRIDE effect  
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of  but ,  Crupi  (2004:98)  c i tes  the  fo l lowing passage f rom Jane Goodal l ’s  
(1999)  autobiography,  Reason to  Hope .  
 
(54)  The hoping,  praying,  desperate ly  seeking a  way to  cope ,  damning mysel f  
for  fa i lure ,  praying.   [New Paragraph]   You see:  damning mysel f  for  
fai lure .   I l logical ,  but  we are  not  logical  in  s i tuat ions  such as  this  
(1999,  p .160) .                                  (Crupi  2004:98)  
 
According to  Crupi  (2004:98-99) ,  “ in  th is  segment  of  text ,  Goodal l  descr ibes  
her  emot ional  and spi r i tual  turmoi l  dur ing the  i l lness  and eventual  death  of  
her  husband.”   In  this  case ,  informat ion A,  “Goodal l’s  i l logical  behavior  in  
b laming hersel f  for  her  inabi l i ty  to  save  her  husband” is  a  speci f ic  ins tance  
of  informat ion B,  “We al l  are  i l logical  in  emot ional ly  t rying s i tuat ions .”   
The f low of  informat ional  content  i s  as  fo l lows:   “ the informat ional  content  
of  A,  speci f ic  aspects  of  Goodal l ’s  ‘ i l logical ’ response,  are  repeated and 
highly e laborated in  the  subsequent  text ;  whereas  informat ion,  the  genera l  
emot ional  tendencies  of  a l l  human beings  i s  not  ment ioned again in  th is  
segment  of  the  book.”   Crupi  (2004:99)  s ta tes  th is  k ind of  the  f low of  
informat ion seems inconsis tent  wi th  her  own formula  of  but .  
     However,  Crupi  (2004:99)  extends  her  proposal ,  shown in  (52) ,  “ to  
abandon the  assumption of  informat ion A.”   Crupi  (2004:99)  c la ims that  
what  i s  important  here i s  that  informat ion B does  not  overr ide  the  
informat ion content  of  A,  ra ther  B overr ides  the  communicat ive  purpose of  A.   
Crupi  (2004)  g ives  an account  of  i t  as  fo l lows:  
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Informat ion A is  a  se l f-cr i t ic i sm—Goodal l ,  the  sc ient is t ,  condemns 
hersel f  for  being i l logica l .   Informat ion B is  dismissal  of  that  cr i t ic ism 
on the  general  pr incipal  that  her  react ions  are  consis tent  wi th what  most  
of  us  do under  emotional  s t ress .   In  the  l ight  of  informat ion B,  Goodal l  
fee ls  jus t i f ied  in  cont inuing the  descr ip t ion of  her  s t ruggle  to  cope with  
her  husband’s  death .   Whi le  she  once  again  picks  up the  theme of  
informat ion A,  she  does  not  repeat  the  a t t i tude  of  se l f-cr i t ic i sm.   
 (Crupi  2004:99)   
 
Crupi ’s  (2005:195)  proposal  wi l l  be  suppor ted by the  frequency ra tes  
as  wel l .   Crupi  (2005:195)  shows the  frequency ra tes  of  but  found in  ten  
books .   I  wi l l  take  up some resul ts  f rom her  research.   The source  of  the  
f i rs t  one  i s  Kingsolver  5 .    
 
Figure  1  
Fu l l  t ex t  In fo rmat ion  A In fo rmat ion  B  co mmen ts  
Even  now they  
res i s t  a ff i n i t y  l i ke  
ca t s  in  a  bag….But  
ga mely  enough  they  
c l imb  toge the r  ove r  
logs  o f  r ank  decay  
tha t  f a l l en  ac ros s  
the  pa th .  
 
Even  now they  
re s i s t  a ff i n i t y  
l ike  ca t s  i n  a  
bag  
[d i sun i ty  o f  
s i s t e r s ]  
ga mely  enough  they  
c l imb  toge the r  ove r  
logs  o f  r ank  decay  
[un i ty (? )  o f  s i s t e r s  
in  move ment ]  
Repea t  B :  [ logs ]  tha t  
have  fa l l en  ac ross  
the  pa th .  Res t  o f  
passage  ch i ld ren  ac t  
in  un i son :  The  
ch i ld ren . . fo rgo t  to  
co mpla in  abou t  
food…they  swa l low,  
shake  o ff  c ru mbs  and  
d r i f t  downs t r ea m fo r  
a  swi m. .  
(Crupi  2004:305)  
 
Informat ion A is  the  conjunct  pr ior  to  the  connect ives  and informat ion B is  
 66 
the  conjunct  fo l lowing the  l inking word.   –ELAB ( low elaborat ion)  means 
that  the  repeat  i s  jus t  a  s ingle  word of  two or  an  obl ique reference.   In  th is  
case ,  informat ion B is  repeated and e laborated informat ion B is  found.   See 
f igure  2 .  
 
Figure  2  
In fo  B 
prev ious  
In fo  A 
repea t  
Repea t  A 
+e labora te  
Repea t  A 
-e labora te  
In fo  B
repea t  
Repea t  B  
+e labora te  
Repea t  B  
-e labora te
0  0  0  0  1  1  0  
(Crupi  2004:305)  
 
The source  of  the  second one is  Kingsolver  103.  
 
Figure  3   
Fu l l  t ex t  In fo rmat ion  A Informat ion  B comments  
I ’ve  a lways  
be l i eved  any  s in  
was  eas i ly  rec t i f i ed  
i f  on ly  you  l e t  
Jesus  Chr i s t  in to  
your  hear t ,  but  
here  i t  ge t s  
compl ica ted .  
I ’ve  a lways  
be l i eved  any  
s in  was  eas i ly  
rec t i f i ed  
here  i t  ge t s  
compl ica ted .  
Pr ior  B:  i t ’s  ha rd  to  know 
what  to  pray  fo r ;  In fo  
A:s imple  so lu t ion  to  s in ;  
In fo  B Leah’s  conf l i c t  in  
app ly ing  in fo  A in  Af r ica ;  
Tex t  tu rns  to  Afr ican  
women  who  know on  
conf l i c t ;  Repea t  A ( -E lab)  
Mama B2 i s  no t  fazed  by  
“her  s i tua t ion”  [ s ta te  o f  
s in ] .  
(Crupi  2004:305)  
 
Figure  4  shows that  you can see  informat ion B in  the  ear ly  par t .   Besides ,  
repeated informat ion A and a  l i t t le  e laborated informat ion A are  recognized.  
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Figure  4  
In fo  B 
prev ious  
In fo  A 
repea t  
Repea t  A 
+e labora te  
Repea t  A 
-e labora te
In fo  B
repea t  
Repea t  B  
+e labora te  
Repea t  B  
-e labora te
1  1  0  1  0  0  0  
(Crupi  2004:305)  
 
The source  of  the  thi rd  one is  Bryson 191.  
 
Figure  5  
Fu l l  t ex t  In fo rmat ion  A Informat ion  B comments  
From t ime  to  t ime  
over  the  ages  s ince  
the  con t inen t s  have  
he ld  a  k ind  o f  
g rand  reun ion ,  
f loa t ing  back  to  
some cen t ra l  spo t  
and  bumping  
together  wi th  s low 
but  c rush ing  force .
 
 
con t inen t s  
…bumping  
togethe r  wi th  
s low [ fo rce ]  
[con t inen t s  
bumping  wi th ]  
c rush ing  fo rce .
Repea t  A:  Four  hundred  
seven ty  mi l l ion  years  i s  
a  span  p re t ty  much  
beyond  g rasp ing…it ’s  a  
long  t ime .   
Repea t  B:  rup tured  
ou tpos t s  o f  the  
Appa lach ians…India  i s  
p lowing  in to  As ia  l ike  a  
runaway  t ruck  in to  a  
snowbank .  
(Crupi  2004:307)  
 
In  the  text  shown in  Figure  5 ,  informat ion A and B are  repeated.   Elaborated  
informat ion A and B are  a lso  found.  
 
Figure  6  
In fo  B 
prev ious  
In fo  A 
repea t  
Repea t  A 
+e labora te  
Repea t  A 
-e labora te
In fo  B 
repea t  
Repea t  B  
+e labora te  
Repea t  B  
-e labora te
0  1  1  0  1  1  0  
(Crupi  2004:307)  
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You can see  Crupi’s  (2005:195)  research resul ts  below.   The table  1  shows 
percentages  of  repeat  informat ion in  conjunct ive  contextual  model .    
 
Table  1:Percentages  of  Repeat  Informat ion in  Conjunct ive  Contextual  Model  
 R e p e a t  A  ( + ) E L A B  ( - ) E L A B  R e p e a t  B ( + ) E L A B ( - ) E L A B  R p t B –  R p t A  
BUT 24％  10％  14％  98% 93% 5% 74% 
 (+)ELAB:highly  e laborated/ ( - )ELAB:low elaborat ion 
                                              (Crupi  2005:195)  
 
Crupi  (2005:195)  says  that  the  table  1  reveals  tha t  but  i s  used to  l ink  
conjuncts  of  unequal  importance to  a  wri ter ’s  communicat ive  goals ,  
consis t ing wi th  the  OVERRIDE hypothesis .   According to  Crupi  (2005:195) ,  
the  lower  themat ic  importance  of  informat ion A is  c lear ly  ref lec ted in  i t s  
percentage of  repeats ,  only  24 %,  the  lowest  for  repeat  A.   On the  other  
hand,  the  predicted high degree  of  themat ic  importance of  informat ion B is  
robust ly  conf i rmed by 95 % repeat  ra te .   Crupi  (2005:195)  c la ims that  the  
to ta l  percentage of  +Elab (highly  e laborated)  informat ion A repeats  for  but  
s tands a t  jus t  10% of  the  to ta l  sample,  which is  a  s t rong indicat ion of  i t s  
reduced re levance in  the  subsequent  text .   Crupi  (2005:195) cont inues ,  ‘ the  
s t r ik ing di fference  between the  repeat  percentages  of  informat ion A and B 
offers  convincing suppor t  for  the  s t ructuring value  posi ted  for  but :  abandon 
assumpt ions  of  informat ion A for  the  more themat ical ly  re levant  assumptions  




2.7 .  Conclusion 
In  th is  chapter,  some previous  s tudies  on funct ions  of  but  were  reviewed and 
I  examined which is  bet ter,  Hal l ’s  (2004,  2005/2007)  proposal  or  I ten’s  
(2005)  one,  for  the  purpose  of  my research.   In  terms of  the  core  meaning of  
but ,  Hal l ’s  (2004,  2005/2007)  hypothesis  should  be  replaced with  I ten  (2005) .   
Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  c la ims that  i t  i s  not  good to  def ine  the  core  meaning 
of  but  as  denia l  of  expecta t ion as  Blakemore  (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  
suggests .   Hal l  (2004,  2005/2007)  asser ts  that  the  assumption to  be  
e l iminated i s  not  manifes t  to  the  hearer  af ter  the  f i r s t  segment ,  when but  has  
a  contras t  reading,  a l though the  assumpt ion to  be  e l iminated should  be  
manifes t  to  h im.   Based on the  analys is ,  Hal l  (2004:223)  argues  that  but  
does  not  encode resul ts  in  the  e l imination of  a  manifest  assumpt ion.   Hal l  
(2004:229)  c la ims that  the  hearer  doesn’t  have to  recognize  nor  represent  
what  is  being denied for  the  use  of  but  to  be  acceptable .   Hal l  (2005:228)  
shows us  that ,  for  the  purpose  of  unifying wide range of  funct ions  of  but ,  i t s  
core  meaning should  be  to  ‘suspend an inference that  would resul t  in  a  
cont radict ion with  what  fol lows,’ and that  but  has  the  cogni t ive  effec t  
‘denia l  of  expectat ion’ only  i f  the  assumpt ion is  manifes t  to  the  hearer.   
However,  I  showed that  there  are  some problemat ic  examples  to  Hal l  
(2004,  2005/2007)  and I ten  (2005)  could  capture  the  examples  successful ly.   
Crupi  (2005)  fa i ls  to  create  a  uni tary  explanat ion,  but  captures  the  most  
common usage of  but  successful ly.   I ten’s  (2005)  and Blakemore’s  (1987,  
1992,  2000,  2002)  asser t ion that  but  has  the  procedural  meaning which 
resul ts  in  contradict ion and el iminat ion of  an assumpt ion wi l l  be  wel l  
suppor ted by her  research.  
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Here is  I ten’s  (2005)  proposal .   I  wi l l  repeat  (31)  as  (55)  be low.  
 
(55)  The funct ions  of  but  
What  fol lows (Q)  cont radic ts  and e l iminates  an assumpt ion that  i s  
manifes t  in  the  context .                          ( I ten  2005:147)  
 
In  the  succeeding chapters ,  I  wi l l  adapt  I ten’s  (2005)  suggest ion to  
compare  the  conjunct ion with adverbia l  conjunct ions  such as  however ,  s t i l l ,  




The Previous Studies on However 
 
 
3 .1 .  Introduct ion 
The purpose of  this  chapter  i s  to  review ear l ier  s tudies  and indicate  some 
problems to  be  solved.   In  chapter  2 ,  we showed f ive  uses  of  but :  denial  of  
expecta t ion,  contras t ,  correct ion,  object ion,  and divers ion.   Now,  le t  us  
usages  of  however .   There  are  two approaches  in  the  previous  s tudies .   One 
is  the  local- level  approach.   The other  i s  the  global - level  approach.  
 
3.1 .1 .  However in  a  Local  Domain 
In  3 .1 .1 ,  we wi l l  see  however  in  a  local  domain .   Denial  of  expecta t ion use ,  
a  contras t ive  use  and a  divers ion use  wi l l  be  i l lus t ra ted,  fo l lowing Hal l iday 
and Hassan (1976) ,  Fraser  (1998) ,  and Blakemore  (2002) .   In  3 .1 .2 ,  two 
more  funct ions  of  however  in  a  g lobal  domain wi l l  be  demonstra ted f rom the  
perspect ive  of  the  communicat ive  purpose ,  based on Lenk (1998) .  
But  and  however  have  contras t ive  usage,  which is  a  l i t t le  bi t  d i fferent  
f rom denia l  of  expecta t ion usage （Hall iday and Hassan 1976：252,  Fraser  
1998:135,  Greenbaum 1969:65) .   Fraser  (1998:135)  i l lus t ra tes  i t  as  fo l lows.   
 
(1)  a)  I  hope you unders tand my di lemma.  On the other hand /However /  
But ,  I ’m not  sure  I  unders tand i t  myself .  
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b)  Descar tes  thought  that  ideas  were  innate .  On the other 
hand /However /But ,  Hume thought  they came f rom exper ience .  
c)  New York used to  be  a  n ice  c i ty.  *On the other hand /However ,  
today,  i t  s t inks .  
d)  Janie’s  good a t  jumping rope.  *On the other hand /However ,  today,  
she  fe l l  and hur t  hersel f .          (Fraser  1998:315)  
 
The examples  in  (1)  show the  dis t inct ion between on the  other  hand  and  
however .   According to  Fraser  (1998:135) ,  the  former  discourse  marker  has  
narrower  range of  use  than the  la t te r.   The insuff ic ient  symmetry of  the  
a l ternat ive in  (1c-d)  prevents  on the  other  hand  f rom being used.   I f  on the  
other  hand  i s  c lass i f ied  into  contras t ive  connect ives ,  we can say that  the  
examples  in  (1a-b)  are  the  cases  of  contras t ive  uses  and those  in  (1c-d)  show 
denia l  of  expecta t ion uses .  
In  fact ,  Blakemore (2002)  observes  three  interpreta t ions  common to  but  
and  however .   (2b)  i s  an  example  of  denia l  of  expecta t ion,  (3b)  shows a  
cont ras t ive  use ,  (4b)  a  divers ion use .   (The emphasis  in  the  fol lowing 
examples  i s  the  author ’s .   In  the  res t  of  th is  chapter,  the  emphases  are  the  
author ’s  unless  there  is  a  not ice . )  
 
(2)  a .  John is  a  Republ ican,  but  he’s  honest .  
b .  John is  a  Republ ican;  however  he’s  honest .  (Blakemore 2002:119)  
(3)  a .  New York was  the  windies t  c i ty  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  today,  but  
Chicago had l ight  winds .  
 
 73 
b.  New York was  the windiest  c i ty  in  the  Uni ted Sta tes  today;  
however  Chicago had l ight  winds .                      ( ib id . )  
(4)  a .  A:  Do a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
B:  The 85 and 86 do,  but  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  St reet .  
b .  A:  Do a l l  the  buses  f rom this  s top go to  Piccadi l ly  Gardens?  
B:  The 85 and 86 do;  however  the  84 and 87 go to  Cross  Street .  
( ib id . )  
 
Blakemore (2002)  fur ther  demonstra tes  that  however  does  have nei ther  
object ion uses  nor  correct ion uses ,  the  account  of  which wi l l  be  discussed in  
sect ion 3 .2 .1 .  
 
(5)  [speaker,  who is  in  shock,  has  been given a  whisky] 
a .  But I  don’t  dr ink.  
b .  ?  However ,  I  don’t  dr ink.                         (op.c i t . :118)  
(6)  a .  He’s  not  c lever,  but  hardworking.  
b .  ?  He’s  not  c lever ;  however not  [s ic . ]  hardworking.  
(op.c i t . :117)  
 
In  sect ion 3 .2 ,  formulat ions  by Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  on 
funct ions  of  however  wi l l  be  br ief ly  expl ica ted.   Based on the  Relevance  
Theory,  they suggest  tha t  however  has  the  same procedural  informat ion as  
but .   They a lso  refer  to  the  d i fference  between however  and but .   They 
argue that  however  requires  the  context  where  the  assumpt ion should  be  
der ived f rom the  expl ic i t  previous  segment .   Al though thei r  research was  
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conducted wi th  regard  to  however  in  a  local  domain,  there  i s  another  
approach in  a  g lobal  domain.    
 
3 .1 .2 .  However  in  a  Global  Domain 
In  th is  subsect ion,  we wi l l  take  a  look a t  the  communicat ive  purpose  of  
however ,  which is  analyzed by Lenk (1998) .   I  wi l l  separa te  be tween 
proposi t ional  use  and discourse  marker  use  according to  Lenk (1998) .   
Denia l  of  expecta t ion,  contras t  uses  and divers ion use  wil l  come under  
proposi t ional  use .  
Lenk (1998)  examines  funct ions  of  however ,  based on the  discourse  
theory.   Lenk (1998:104)  d is t inguishes  however  of  proposi t ional  use  and 
however  as  a  d iscourse  marker,  fo l lowing Quirk  e t  a l .  (1972:674) .    
 
(7)  When however  i s  posi t ioned in i t ia l ly,  i t  i s  somet imes used in  the  spoken 
language to  indicate  that  the  speaker  wishes  to  dismiss  the  topic  he  i s  
deal ing wi th  as  one that  he  does  not  want  to  pursue any fur ther.  
(Quirk  e t  a l .  1972:674)  
 
Lenk (1998:111)  comments  on however  as  a  discourse  marker,  “however ,  
when posi t ioned ‘ ini t ia l ly’ or  as  s ingle  e lement  in  a  tone  uni t ,  i s  usual ly  
employed as  a  discourse  marker  in  spoken discourse .”  
The funct ions  of  however  as  a  discourse  marker  is  descr ibed as  fol lows.   




(8)  To Show the  End of  a  Digress ion 
However  i s  used to  s ignal  the  end of  a  d igress ion which was  re levant  to  
the  development  of  the  main  topic  or  had some in teract ional  
s igni f icance ,  and the subsequent  re turn  to  the  main  topic ,  or  in  vary  rare  
cases-a  shi f t  to  a  new topic .          (Lenk 1998:119-120)  
(9)   “Floor-Holding Device”  
A minor  funct ion of  however ,  which is  used as  i f  s ignal ing upcoming 
interes t ing mater ia l  through adding contras t ive  aspects  to  the  mater ia l  
jus t  ta lked about ,  i s  to  br idge a  p lanning pause  by the speaker.   The 
mater ia l  tha t  fol lows does  not  necessar i ly  and the  contras t ive  aspect  
that  was  ‘promised’ through the  use  of  however .      (op.c i t . :120)  
 
According to  Lenk (1998:111-112) ,  the  topics  tha t  are  be ing “dismissed”  by  
however  as  discourse  marker  are  not  considered as  independent  topics  in  
themselves  by the  speaker,  but  as  digression f rom the  main  topic  which were  
included because  of  thei r  re levance  to  the  development  of  the  main  topic ,  or  
because  they bear  interact ional  s igni f icance .  
    As for  “Floor-Holding Device ,”  Lenk (1998:118)  ment ions  tha t  “ the  
speaker  indicates  that  he  wants  to  cont inue  ta lking,  and that  that  
cont inuat ion ‘promises’ to  be  of  specia l  in teres t  to  the  hearer  as  i t  wi l l  add a  
cont ras t ive  aspect  to  what  had been sa id  before .”   For  that  reason,  ‘an  
in terrupt ion or  speaker  change dur ing a  p lanning pause  is  prevented through 
a  ‘promise’ of  more ,  and exci t ing ( i .e .  cont ras t ing)  detai l  to  fol low (op.ci t . ) . ’  
Let  us  take a  look a t  an  example  of  the  return  to  the  main topic .   Lenk 
(1998:108)  s ta tes  that  “speaker  a  asks  the  interviewee b  what  ‘operat ional  
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research’ i s  concerned wi th ,  and b  answers  by explaining ‘operat ional  
research’ as  a  f ie ld  that  or ig inated form the  s tudy of  mi l i tary  problems.”   
Lenk (1998:108)  cont inues ,  “he  then te l l s  her  about  the  f i rs t  problems 
operat ional  researchers  were  confronted  wi th  dur ing the  war.   Fi rs t  he  
recounts  the  or iginal  problem and then enters  into  a  d igress ion explaining  
what  had been happening wi th  the  boats  before  the  segment ,  “ these  smal l  
boats  had been equipped”.   He c loses  the  digress ion with  however  and then 
gives  a  shor t  overview of  the  s i tuat ion as  i t  was perceived by the  opera t ional  
researchers  when they began thei r  invest igat ion ,  which is  in  contras t  to  what  
had been ment ioned dur ing the  digress ion.”  
 
(10)a  does  operat ional  research  i s  i t   i s  i t   pr imari ly  concerned with  
quest ions  of dis t r ibut ion-market ing 
b  indeed no - - -  opera t ional research s tar ted  - - -  by s tudies  -  of  mi l i tary  
problems - - -  one  of  the  f i rs t  exerc ises  ever  carr ied out  - -  took place  
dur ing the  war  - - -  when - -  tha t  quest ion   of   whether  smal l  boats  
should  carry  ant i -a i rcraf t  guns  -  was  considered - - -  these  smal l  boats  
had been equipped - -  wi th  ant i -ai rcraf t  guns  - -  but  they weren’t  
shoot ing down – any more  enemy ai rcraf t  - - -  and therefore  cer ta in  
people  concluded -  tha t  these  guns    weren’t  ful f i l l ing  the i r  funct ion 
- - -  however  when the  operat ion research man looked - -  a t  the  data  
more  c losely  -  he  d iscovered that  fewer  boats  were  being sunk –  in  
other  word.            (op.c i t . :109,  quoted wi thout  i r re levant  s igns)  
 
Lenk (1998:108-109)  ment ions  that  the  s tory  which is  not  c losely  re la ted  to  
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the  main  topic  i s  contras ted wi th  the  segment  fo l lowing however .   However,  
i t  seems to  me that  the  par t  fo l lowing however ,  ‘when the  opera t ion research 
man looked - -  a t  the  data  more  c losely  -  he  discovered that  fewer  boats  were  
being sunk – in  other  word, ’  contradicts  the  previous par t ,  ‘and therefore  
cer ta in  people  concluded -  that  these  guns  weren’t  ful f i l l ing their  funct ion . ’  
The assumpt ion der ived from message being ahead of  however ,  ‘ these  guns  
were not  useful  a t  a l l ’ i s  e l iminated by the  fol lowing message ,  ‘ fewer  boats  
were  being sunk,’ which means ,  ‘ in  rea l i ty,  i t  was  of  use . ’  From this  
observat ion,  i t  can be  sa id that  the  d iscourse  marker  however  a l so  has  the  
same funct ion of  proposi t ional  use .   Lenk (1998)  hersel f  s ta tes  that  i t  i s  
d i ff icul t  to  te l l  funct ions  of  d iscourse  marker  f rom proposi t ional  use ,  but ,  i f  
so ,  I  wonder  i f  there  i s  any need to  d i fferent ia te  the  two usages  of  
proposi t ional  use  and discourse  marker.    
Now le t  us  take  a  look a t  an  example  of  however  as  “Floor-Holding 
Device .”    
 
(11)  B ( ( to))  take  i t  
    A has  he   Mhm 
    B over  in  anyway.   ( (but ) )  I  th ink tha t  i t ’s  possible  for  us  to  have  new 
l inks  which didn’t  in  any way cut  out  
A Mhm 
    B old  ones .   however  this  we’l l  we’ l l  have  to  see   i f  not  Imola  
    A m 
    B Cyprus-   which is  once  again  I  think.               (op .c i t . :119)  
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According to  Lenk (1998:118) ,  the  example  (11)  shows that  tha t  speaker  B 
uses  however  as  i f  he  wanted to  add (another)  cont ras t ive  aspect  to  the  
discussion about  whether  new business  l inks  would be  poss ible  wi thout  
cut t ing out  a l ready exis t ing l inks .   Lenk (1998:119)  ment ions  that  what  
fol lows af ter  however  i s  merely an  a t tenuat ion of  what  had been sa id before .   
The ut terance  before  B ut ters  however  i s  a  c lear  s ta tement  of  B’s  personal  
opinion and i t  cannot  be  proven at  tha t  point  in  the  conversat ion.   As Lenk 
(1998:120)  points  out ,  in  (11) ,  in  rea l i ty,  the  segment  that  fo l lows however  
does  not  add contras t ive  aspect .  
     Al though Lenk (1998)  does  not  ment ion i t ,  the  segments  both  before  
and af ter  however  seem to  be  connected to  the  main topic ;  whether  new 
business  l inks  would be  poss ible  wi thout  cut t ing out  a lready exis t ing l inks .   
In  tha t  point ,  the  “Floor-Holding Device”  use  is  d i fferent  f rom the  end of  
d igress ion use  
Lenk (1998)  c la ims that  there  i s  d iscourse  maker  use  which is  d i fferent  
f rom proposi t ional  use .   I  wi l l  examine whether  Blakemore  (2002)  and 
Schourup (2005)  can capture  a l l  the  examples  of  however  as  a  d iscourse  
marker  and,  moreover,  point  out  problems wi th  Lenk (1998)  in  sect ion 3 .3 .   
In  sect ion 3 .4 ,  I  wi l l  show you some remaining problems wi th Blakemore 
(2002)  and Schourup (2005) .   Sect ion 3.5  i s  the  summary of  this  chapter.  
 
3 .2 .  Previous  Studies  on But  and However   
In  chapter  2 ,  we saw funct ions  of  but .   There  are  int r iguing previous  s tudies  
compar ing but  wi th  however .   They are  based on Relevance Theory and the  
uni tary  defin i t ion of  however  i s  proposed there .   In  th is  sect ion,  I  wi l l  go  
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over  Blakemore’s  (2002)  and Schourup’s  (2005)  discuss ions  among previous  
s tudies  on but  and however .  
As  was  ment ioned above,  there  are  a  lot  of  cases  where  the  coordinate 
conjunct ion but  and the  conjunct ive  adverb  however  can  be  exchanged wi th  
each other.   However,  i t  i s  not  a lways possible  to  replace one  wi th  the  other  
as  i l lus t ra ted in  (12)-(16) .    
 
(12)  [speaker,  who is  in  shock,  has  been given a  whisky] 
a .  But  I  don’t  dr ink.  
b .  ?  However ,  I  don’t  dr ink.  (Blakemore 2002:118)  
(13)  A:  We had a  very nice  lunch.   I  had an  excel lent  lobs ter.  
B:  But  what  about  the  money? 
B’:  ?  However ,  what  about  the  money?  (op.c i t . :119)  
(14)  A:  She’s  had a  very di ff icul t  t ime this  semester.  
B:  However ,  I  th ink she  should  hand in  a t  leas t  some of  the  work.  
(op.c i t . :121)  
(15)  a .  He’s  c lever,  but  not  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :110)  
b .  He is  c lever ;  however ,  not  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :118)  
(16)  a .  He isn’t  c lever,  but  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :118)  
b .  ?  He is  not  c lever ;  however ,  not  [s ic . ]  hardworking. 1  (op.c i t . :117)  
 
From the  point  of  v iew of  Relevance Theory,  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup 
                                                  
1  As  Schourup  (2005)  po in t s  ou t ,  th i s  example  in  Blakemore  (2002:117)  con ta ins  
an  add i t ional  no t  be fo re  hardwork ing .   Judging  f rom the  con tex t ,  th i s  not  shou ld  
have  been  omi t t ed .  
 80 
(2005)  c la im that  both  but  and however  share  the  const ra int  on  a  contextual  
effec t ,  tha t  i s ,  the  cogni t ive  effec t  of  contradic t ion and el iminat ion  of  an  
assumption,  but  only  however  has  the  res t r ic t ion on the  context  where  the  
cogni t ive  effect  i s  ac t ivated.   Blakemore  (2002:118-122)  c la ims that  the  
procedural  meanings of  but  inc lude information tha t  the  preceding context  
has  no re levance,  whi le  the  procedural  meanings  of  however  conta in  
informat ion that  the  segment  preceding  however  i s  of  re levance.  
Regarding the  second res t r ic t ion,  there  i s  a  subt le  d i ffe rence  between 
Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005) .   I  wi l l  br ief ly  review each of  them 
in  Sect ions  3 .2 .1 .  and 3 .2 .2 .  respect ively.  
 
3.2 .1 .  Blakemore’s  (2002)  Analysis  
In  this  subsect ion,  I  wi l l  br ief ly  demonstra te  how the  grammat ical i ty  of  the  
examples  (12)  through (16)  i s  explained,  fol lowing Blakemore’s  (2002)  
formula t ion.   The  points  are  summarized as  fo l lows:  
 
(17)  a .  Both  but  and however  ac t ivate  an inferent ia l  procedure which 
resul ts  in  the  contradict ion  and e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion 
avai lable /access ible  to  the  hearer.  
b .  However ,  but  not  but ,  res t r ic ts  the  recovery of  the  effec t  of  
contradic t ion and e l iminat ion to  contexts  which inc lude  
assumpt ions  carrying a  guarantee  of  re levance  accepted  by the  
speaker  and whose cogni t ive  effects  do  not  inc lude  the  e l iminat ion  
of  the  assumption.                     (Blakemore  2002:122)  
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In  other  words ,  but  and however  a re  both  l inked the  cogni t ive  effec t  of  
contradic t ion and e l iminat ion,  only  however  encodes  the  res t r ic t ion  on the  
contexts  in  which this  effect  i s  recovered.   Let ’s  see  how the  formulat ion  
(17)  can account  for  (12)-(16) .  
According to  Blakemore  (2002:118-121) ,  the  di fference  between (12a)  
and (12b)  i s  expla ined by the  fact  that  but  does  not  encode any informat ion 
about  the  contexts  where  the  effec t  of  cont radic t ion  and el iminat ion i s  
achieved.   That  means  the  e l iminated assumption does  not  a lways  need to  be  
der ivable  f rom a  previous expl ic i t  d iscourse  segment .   In  addi t ion to  tha t ,  in  
(12a) ,  the  funct ion of  but  i s  to  indicate  tha t  an  assumption l ike  (18)  must  be  
e l iminated.   In  such a  context ,  but  cannot  be  replaced wi th  however .  
 
(18)  The speaker  of  (12)  can be  expected to  dr ink the  whisky that  i s  being  
offered.                                (Blakemore  2002:122)  
 
To put  i t  d i fferent ly,  in  the  example  (12) ,  no informat ion is  communicated 
which could  achieve re levance.    
Both  example  (13)  and example  (14)  are  unders tood to  preface  an  
object ion.   The examples  (13)  and (14)  are  rec i ted  below.  
 
(13)  A:  We had a  very nice  lunch.   I  had an  excel lent  lobs ter.  
B:  ?  However ,  what  about  the  money?               (op .c i t . :119)  
(14)  A:  She’s  had a  very  di ff icul t  t ime th is  semester.  
B:  However ,  I  th ink she  should  hand in  a t  leas t  some of  the  work.  
                                                    ( ibid .)  
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Blakemore  (2002)  expla ins  the  di fference  as  fo l lows.   In  (13) ,  “B wi l l  be  
taken to  be  sugges t ing that  the  informat ion communicated by A is  of  no 
re levance  a t  a l l  (Blakemore 2002:121) .”   Therefore ,  however  i s  not  
acceptable .   In  (14) ,  “he  wi l l  be  taken to  be  suggest ing  tha t  the  informat ion 
that  has  been communicated by A has  some re levance ,  or  in  other  words ,  that  
he  has  accepted the  guarantee  of  re levance communicated by A (Blakemore  
2002:121) .”   That  i s ,  the  context  sa t i s f ies  the  res t r ic t ion  on however .   In  
this  example ,  an assumption der ived f rom A’s  ut terance,  such as  (19) ,  i s  
replaced wi th  ‘she  should  hand in  a t  leas t  some of  the  work.’  
 
(19)  She does  not  need to  hand in  any work.  
 
In  o ther  words ,  but  i s  a  discourse  marker  which has  a  procedural  meaning 
that  an  assumption der ived f rom the preceding expl ic i t  or  impl ic i t  context  
has  no re levance and no cogni t ive  effec t ;  therefore ,  the  assumpt ion must  be  
e l iminated.   On the other  hand,  however  i s  a  d iscourse  marker  which has  a  
procedural  meaning that  an assumpt ion der ived f rom the  preceding expl ic i t  
context  has  re levance  and cogni t ive  effect ,  but  the  assumpt ion must  be  
modif ied .   In  shor t ,  the  funct ion of  contradic t ion and el iminat ion  i s  shared 
by both  but  and however ,  only  however  encodes  the  informat ion which 
act ivates  a  par t icular  k ind of  context .  
(15)  can be  accounted for  in  the  same way.   The use  of  but /however  in  
(15)  i s  based on the  speaker ’s  assumption that  the  hearer  wi l l  der ive  (20)  as  
an  impl ica ture  f rom the  f i rs t  segment  he’s  c lever .  
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(15)  a .  He’s  c lever,  but  not  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :110)  
b .  He is  c lever ;  however ,  not  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :118)  
(20)  He is  hardworking.  
 
The re levance of  the  second ( reduced)  segment  l ies  in the  e l iminat ion of  th is  
assumption (20) .  
     Let  us  move to  the  example  (16) .   I t  i s  c i ted again  below.  
 
(16)  a .  He isn’t  c lever,  but  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :118)  
b .  ?  He is  not  c lever ;  however ,  not  [s ic . ]  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :117)  
 
The f i rs t  segment  in  (16) ,  on  the  o ther  hand,  might  der ive  the  assumpt ion 
that  he  wi l l  not  pass  the  examinat ion,  which wi l l  not  be  e l iminated by the  
second segment .   The in terpre ta t ion of  each segment  involves  an  inferent ia l  
procedure  that  resul ts  in  the  contradict ion  and el iminat ion  of  the  same 
assumption.   In  o ther  words,  the  cogni t ive  effec t  ac t ivated by the  f i rs t  
segment  and the  one der ived by the  second segment  are  one  and the  same.   
However  i s  excluded in  th is  context .  
Blakemore (2002:117)  takes  up the  examples  (15a)  and (16a)  to  show 
but  i s  used with  a  “correct ion”  reading;  that  i s ,  “ i t  i s  not  c lever  that  he  is ,  
but  ra ther  hardworking,”  in  Schourup’s  (2005:87)  phrase .   On the  other  hand,  
‘however  i s  not  compat ib le  wi th  a  correc t ion  interpreta t ion  (Blakemore 
2002:118) . ’  The sentences  in  (15b)  and (16b)  cannot  be  given a  correct ion 
reading because  of  the  absence of  an  expl ic i t  negat ion.   To use  Schourup’s  
(2005:89)  words ,  “Blakemore (2002)  sees  the  correct ion reading of  these  
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examples  as  depending on a  double  e l iminat ion of  the  same assumption ‘he  is  
c lever, ’ by vi r tue  of  both  the  negat ion in  the  f i rs t  segment ,  and the  
cont radict ion and el iminat ion in i t ia ted  by but  i t se l f .”  
We have seen the  di fference  between but  and however .   Now,  le t  us  
have a  look a t  contras t ive  use  of  however ,  which can be  replaced wi th  but .  
 
(21)a .  New York was  the  windies t  c i ty  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  today,  but  
Chicago had l ight  winds .  
b .  New York was the  windiest  c i ty  in  the  Uni ted States  today;  however ,  
Chicago had l ight  winds .                          (op.c i t . :119)  
 
As we saw in  Chapter  2 ,  but  in  cont ras t ive  uses  a lso ac t ivates  the  procedure  
of  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion.   The access ible  assumpt ion to  be  
e l iminated here  i s  shown in  (22) .  
 
(22)   Chicago had s t rong winds .                              ( ib id. )  
 
Blakemore (2002:120)  ment ions  that  the  e l iminated assumpt ion in  (22)  i s  not  
der ived as  an  impl icature  f rom the  f i rs t  segment .   I t  i s  one  tha t  i s  presumed 
to  be  par t  of  the  hearer ’s  encyclopedic  knowledge.   In  this  case ,  Blakemore  
(2002:120)  says ,  the  speaker  can be  unders tood to  be  communicat ing her  
assumpt ion tha t  this  segment  wi l l  have re levance  that  does  not  involve  the  
e l iminat ion of  (22) .   In  other  words ,  however  requires  the  contexts  which 
include assumptions  carrying a  guarantee  of  re levance accepted by the  
speaker  and whose cogni t ive  effec ts  do not  include the  e l iminat ion of  the  
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assumption.  
Blakemore (2002)  successful ly  captures  di fferences  between but  and  
however .   As  wil l  be  discussed la ter,  however,  the  res t r ic t ions  of  however  
leave room for  fur ther  research.   Schourup (2005)  comments  that  
Blakemore’s  (2002)  res t r ic t ion on context  i s  in t r ica te  and i t  i s  a  s topgap  
negat ive  condi t ion.   In  the  fol lowing subsect ion,  we wi l l  see  Schourup’s  
(2005)  analyses .  
 
3 .2 .2 .  Schourup’s  (2005)  Analysis  
Schourup (2005)  proposes  a  s impler  a l ternat ive ,  c la iming  Blakemore’s  (2002)  
const ra int  on contexts  i s  compl icated and that  i t  i s  an  ad hoc negat ive  
condi t ion.   The const ra int  on cogni t ive  effec ts  (contradic t ion and 
el iminat ion)  i s  the  same,  so le t  me focus  on the  res t r ic t ion on the  context  
where  the  cogni t ive  effec t  i s  to  be  der ived.   
 
(23)  The assumpt ion A is  inferent ia l ly  cont ingent  on the  expl ic i t  content  of  a  
previous ut terance segment .   However  a ff i rms this  content  to  ensure  i t s  
avai labi l i ty  for  der iving A.                   (Schourup 2005:102)  
 
I  wi l l  br ief ly  demonstra te  how Schourup’s  (2005)  formulat ion accounts  for  
the  acceptabi l i ty  of  the  examples  (13)  through (16) .    
Fi rs t ,  however  cannot  grant  the  expl ic i t  content  of  a  pr ior  ut terance  
because  none is  present .   Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  both  agree  
that  but  does  not  need an expl ic i t  preceding context ,  whi le  however  needs  i t .  
     Let  us  begin  wi th  (13)  and (14) .   They are  quoted again  below.  
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(13)  A:  We had a  very nice  lunch.   I  had an  excel lent  lobs ter.  
B:  ?  However ,  what  about  the  money?                 (op.c i t . :119)  
(14)  A:  She’s  had a  very  di ff icul t  t ime th is  semester.  
B:  However ,  I  th ink she  should  hand in  a t  leas t  some of  the  work.  
                                                      ( ib id .)  
 
For  the  example  (13B) ,  Schourup cla ims that  i t  i s  not  unacceptable  but  only  
somewhat  awkward.   He explains  th is  awkwardness  by the  fact  that  A’s  
second asser t ion is  of  a  par t icular ly  subject ive  nature .   S ince  i t  i s  
‘aff i rmat ion’ tha t  i s  involved in  uses  of  however ,  awkwardness  i s  expected:  
B is  not  wel l  pos i t ioned to  aff i rm that  A’s  lobster  was  excel lent ,  which would  
seem to  require  evidence beyond A’s  own s ta tement .   In  o ther  words ,  the  
awkwardness  der ives  f rom the  presumptuousness  impl ic i t  in  aff i rming an 
in ter locutor ’s  pr ivate  menta l  exper ience .   In  fac t ,  i f  A’s  u t terance  i s  not  
subject ive ,  B’s  u t terance ceases  to  be  awkward as  in  (13) .  
     Now,  we wi l l  see  Schourup’s  (2005:95)  analys is  on (15)  and (16) .  
 
(15)  a .  He’s  c lever,  but  not  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :110)  
b .  He is  c lever ;  however ,  not  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :118)  
(16)  a .  He isn’t  c lever,  but  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :118)  
b .  ?  He is  not  c lever ;  however ,  not  [s ic . ]  hardworking.  (op.c i t . :117)  
 
The example  (15b)  i s  perfec t  s ince  however  a ff i rms the  content  ‘he  i s  c lever ’ 
and the  hearer  use  this  content  to  infer  an assumpt ion to  be denied .    In  the  
meant ime,  correc t ion reading is  out  in (16b) ,  because  the  assumption to  be  
 87 
denied ‘he is  c lever ’ cannot  be  der ived f rom the  previous  segment ,  i f  the  
content  of  the  pr ior  segment  ‘he  i s  not  c lever ’ i s  aff i rmed by however .  
Schourup (2005:95)  expla ins  that  example  (16b)  is  awkward because  
the  speaker  of  (16b)  i s  a iming pr imari ly  a t  correct ing ‘he  i s  c lever ’ to  ‘he  i s  
hardworking. ’  Therefore ,  i t  i s  not  c lear  what  purpose  such an aff i rmat ion 
would serve .    
Note  that  Schourup’s  (2005)  proposal  does  not  mean the  previous  
c lause  must  not  be  a  sentence  with  negat ive  polar i ty,  s ince  however  a ff i rms 
the  CONTENT of  the  previous  segment .    
 
(24)  A face- to- face  interview,  a t  th is  t ime,  i s  not  acceptable .   However ,  I  
might  be  wi l l ing to  correspond on mat ters  that  in teres t  you.   
(New York Times Magazine:Apri l  29,  2007)  
(25)  Expectat ions  were  not  h igh.   However ,  he  displayed a  remarkable  
independence that  confronted the  paper 's  long-held prejudices .  
(Washington Post :  Tuesday,  February 28,  2006;  Page B07)  
 
In  (24) ,  however  a ff i rms the  previous  proposi t ion  ‘A face- to- face  interview,  
a t  this  t ime,  i s  not  acceptable . ’  The hearer  i s  supposed to  infer  an  
assumpt ion to  be  e l iminated f rom i t .    
 
(26)   I  am not  wi l l ing to  contact  you.  
 
The assumpt ion contradic ts  the  message  conveyed by the  segment  conta ining 
however  and then is  e l iminated .   The example  (25)  wi l l  be  expla ined in  the  
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same way.  
Schourup (2005)  succeeds  in  explaining the  marginal i ty  of  (16b)  more  
s imply than Blakemore  (2002) .   At  th is  point ,  Schourup (2005)  seems to  be  
super ior  to  Blakemore  (2002) .   In  e i ther  case ,  however,  there  are  some 
problemat ic  cases  to  be  solved.  
 
3.3 .  Two Funct ions  of  However  as  a  Discourse  Marker 
As we have a l ready seen in  3 .1 .2 ,  Lenk (1998)  proposed that  however  has  
two discourse  funct ions:  however  as  a  “Floor-Holding Device”  and however  
as  an indicator  of  end of  a  d igress ion.   I  wi l l  show some problemat ic  
examples  to  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  in  3 .3 .1 .   In  3 .3 .2 ,  
problems wi th  Lenk (1998)  wi l l  be  taken up.    
 
3.3 .1 .  Counterexamples  to  Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  
The f i rs t  d iscourse  funct ion of  however  i s  to  indicate  the  end of  digression 
and the  re turn  to  the  main  topic .  
 
(27)  B but  I ’m which 
c  dear  me 
B didn’t  sor t  of  help  you know and I  d id  not  sor t  of  got  on with  anything 
very quickly because  I  fe l t  lousy—and then now I  have broken my best  
glasses  so  ( laughs)  
c  ( (you’ve))  what  
B broken my best  g lasses .  so  i t  hasn’t  been a  very  sor t  of  successful  
( t ime)  so yesterday I  had to  go up 
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c dear  me 
B to  the  opt ic ian’s  hoping to  get  tem back for  Tuesday 
c  [m] 
B I ’m wear ing some some old  ones   you know  at  the  moment   wel l  
they’re  not  old but  they’re   they’re  not   very  e legant .  
c  yeah.  
B however  
c  have you been s tuck wi th  any preparat ion for  your  col lege work 
B wel l  I ’ve  been t rying but  [m] –((I ’m awful ly))  I  haven’t  rea l ly  got  on 
very  fas t  {I  must  day}             
(op.c i t . :114,  quoted without  i r re levant  symbols  for  t ranscr ipt ion)  
 
Lenk (1998:114)  says  that  ‘example  (27)  i l lus t ra tes  how the  par t ic ipant  in  
the  conversa t ion who was  not  the  speaker  of  the  digress ion can redirect  the  
conversat ion  to  the  main  topic  af ter  the  speaker  of  the  digression has  
s ignaled the  end of  the  digress ion wi th  however . ’  Lenk (1998:114)  expla ins  
this  example  as  fo l lows:   “ the  current  topic  of  conversat ion  pr ior  to  the  
excerpt  was  ‘how B spent  her  Ester  vacat ion’ :   where  she  went  over  the  
Ester  weekend,  that  she  t r ied  to  c lean her  f la t ,  the  she  has  a  cold which and 
kept  her  f rom working quickly and eff ic ient ly,  and the  she had now had the  
misfor tune to  break her  g lasses .   Speaker  B evaluates  her  vacat ion as  a  “not  
very  sor t  of  successful  t ime” and enters  into d igression about  what  she  has  
done about  the  g lasses ,  how she is  coping wi thout  them at  the  moment ,  and 
ends  th is  d igress ion wi th  however .   Speaker  c  then redi rec ts  the  
conversat ion  to  the  pr ior  main  topic  of  B’s  occupat ion over  Ester  hol idays  by 
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asking B how she got  on wi th  her  prepara t ion for  her  col lege  work.”  
     There  is  no contrast ive  aspect  in  this  example .   Speaker  B’s  ut terance  
has  an  absence  of  the  segment  af ter  however .   We cannot  f ind  any 
contradic t ion between what  precedes  and fol lows however .   No assumpt ion 
to  be  e l iminated i s  c lear.   In  other  words,  th is  i s  not  the  context  where  an  
assumpt ion der ived from  the  segment  fo l lowing however  i s  e l iminated .   
Therefore ,  i t  can not  be  captured by Blakemore (1987,  2002)  and Schourup 
(2005) .    
     However  in  the  next  example  a lso  shows the  end of  d igress ion,  but  i t  
indicates  in t roduct ion of  a  new topic  instead of  the  re turn  to  the  main  topic .    
 
(28)  C they al l  thought  his  name was funny you know 
b I  suppose  they’d never  heard of  h im 
C no 
b  no 
C but  I  made them take  notes   i t  was  an  exercise  in  taking notes  
b  ** 
C as  much as  anything  you know they couldn’t  do that  e i ther  
however 
b ** 
C how’s Dan 
b  she’s  splendid .   Blossoming  she’s  get t ing a  b i t  shor t  of  breath  
now because  there’s  only 
I  suppose s ix  weeks  or  so  to  go by   physical ly  
(op.c i t . :120,  quoted without  unnecessary  s igns)  
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Lenk’s  (1998:114)  explanat ion about  the  example  (28)  i s  as  fol lows:  
Before  th is  conversat ion ,  speaker  C ta lked about  her  exper iences  wi th her  
new job.   Speaker  C is  s t i l l  te l l ing  speaker  about  i t .   Speaker  C had to ld  
her  s tudents  about  the  project  and the  a im of  the  research,  and repor ts  on 
thei r  react ions .   From the  topic  of  te l l ing her  s tudents  about  the  survey and 
so  on,  Speaker  C enters  into  a  d igress ion about  how she made use  of  the  
Survey s tory  to  teach her  incapable  s tudents  how to  take  notes .   Speaker  C 
ends  th is  d igress ion and subsequent ly  embarks  on complete ly  new topic ,  b’s  
wife .   There  is  an  aspect  of  contras t  here ,  because  b’s  wife’s  pregnancy  
probably  i s  considered a  more enjoyable  topic  to  be  ta lking about  than 
incapable  s tudents .  
I t  might  be  a lso  problemat ic  to  Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005) .  
I t  i s  because the  assumpt ion to  be  el iminated has  to  be defini te  f rom the  
previous  segment  i f  however  guides  a  l i s tener  or  a  reader  to  make an 
inference  which ends  in  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.   
The assumpt ion that  i s  supposed to  be  der ived f rom  the  segment  fo l lowing 
however  i s  not  manifest  when l i s teners  catches  the  word however .  
We have seen two types  of  “end of  d igress ion” usage of  however ,  tha t  
i s ,  “ the  re turn  to  the  main  topic”  and “the  int roduct ion of  a  new topic .”   Let  







(29)   B ( ( I  mean))  he  doesn’t  real ize   he  th inks  th is  i s  h igh((er) )  powered 
negot ia t ion.  in  fac t  
     A m.  m.  m.  m.  m.  m.   
     B he’s  making people  s ick   however   there  was  this   but  there  was  
a lso  the  fac t  that  he  speci f ica l ly  ment ioned [Peter ]  Harr ington.   
you’ve met  Harr ington.                        (Lenk 1998:119)  
 
The example  above is  expla ined by Lenk (1998:119)  as  fol lows:   
however  i s  used  as  i f  to  indicate  that  some cont ras t ive  aspect  wi l l  be  added 
to  the  descr ipt ion of  the  unpleasant  charac ter i s t ics  of  Mal le t t ,  the  person  
who is  the  current  topic  of  the  conversat ion.   Af ter  however ,  in  effec t ,  
speaker  B s tar t s  to  make another  repor t  about  what  Mal le t t  had done,  which 
immedia tely shi f t s  into ta lk  focus ing on the  person ment ioned by Mal le t t .   
In  this  case ,  the  mater ia l  that  fo l lows however  does  not  add contras t ive  
aspect  (Lenk 1998:120) .   I  would l ike  to  point  out  that ,  unl ike  the  end of  
digression use ,  the  segments  both  before  and af ter  however  a re  re la ted  to  the  
main  topic .   In  th is  conversa t ion,  the  main  topic  i s  considered to  be  about  
Mal le t t .    
I t  seems to  be  problemat ic  to  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005) .   
We cannot  f ind an  assumpt ion which is  der ived f rom what  i s  ment ioned 
before  however  and cont radic ted what  fo l lows af ter  however .  
     The f ramework of  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  can in  a l l  
l ike l ihood account  of  the  proposi t ional  use ,  but  i t  i s  not  a lways  poss ible  to  
extend the  analys is  to  however  as  a  discourse  maker.   How should  we solve  
the  problem?  Chapter  4  explores  these  quest ions .  
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3.3 .2 .  Problems with Lenk (1998)  
There  are  two problems wi th  Lenk (1998) .   Fi rs t ly,  i t  i s  not  c lear  whether  
Lenk’s  (1998)  observat ion holds  t rue  for  wri t ten  discourse .   Secondly,  i s  i t  
rea l ly  necessary  to  dis t inguish discourse  marker  use  f rom proposi t ional  use?   
We wil l  consider  the  f i rs t  subject  in  3 .3 .2 .1 .   I t  wi l l  be  inves t igated whether  
there  are  any th ings  in  common with  those  usages  in  3 .3 .2 .2 .  
 
3.3 .2 .1 .  Discourse  Marker Use in  Written Discourse  
I  would  l ike  you to  recal l  Lenk’s  (1998:111)  words  on however  as  a  d iscourse  
marker,  “however ,  when posi t ioned ‘ in i t ia l ly’ or  as  s ingle  e lement  in  a  tone  
uni t ,  i s  usual ly  employed as  a  discourse  marker  in  spoken discourse .”   Lenk 
(1998)  seems to  say that  d igress ion ends  when however  i s  ut tered.   However,  
i t  i s  impossib le  in  the  cases  of  the  sentence- in ternal  however.   Let  us  have  a  
look a t  some examples .  
The fol lowing example  shows the  re turn  to  the  main  topic .   I f  Lenk 
(1998)  were  r ight ,  the  d igress ion would have to  end af ter  ‘ there  i s ’ in  (30) .   
Moreover,  tha t  means  what  precedes however ,  ‘ there  i s , ’ has  nothing to  do 
wi th the  main  topic .   (Emphasis ,  and i ta l ics  in  the  fo l lowing example  are  
the  author ’s .   In  the  res t  of  this  chapter,  they are  the  author ’s  unless  there  i s  







(30)  Si r,  The  Government’s  dr ive  to  ra ise  the  amount  of  t ime devoted to  
physical  educat ion and spor t  ( repor ts  and leading ar t ic le ,  November  
25)  i s  welcome.  One cannot  argue wi th  any in i t ia t ive  a imed a t  ra is ing 
act iv i ty  levels  amongst  chi ldren and young people .  
There is ,  however ,  a  d is t inct ion between PE and spor t .  PE is  
provided for  a l l  pupi ls ,  whereas  spor t  tends  to  descr ibe  chi ldren’s  
ac t ivi t ies  before ,  dur ing (breaks)  and af ter  school .  
(The Times ;  November  27,  2004)  
 
Here  i s  another  example  of  the  re turn to  the  main  topic .   In  (31) ,  the  
digress ion would have to  end af ter  ‘ i f . ’  In  addi t ion to  that ,  only  what  
fol lows would  have  to  be  re la ted  to  the  main topic ,  which would  mean ‘ i f ’ 
has  to  be  excluded.    
 
(31)  I f  someone says  " the  Nazis  d idn ' t  k i l l  so  many Jews and had no plan for  
thei r  systemat ic  exterminat ion" ,  he  i s  a  dis tor ter  of  his tory  who deserves  
to  be  in te l lec tual ly  refuted and moral ly  condemned,  but  not  imprisoned.  
If ,  however ,  someone says  "ki l l  the  Jews" ,  or  "ki l l  the  Musl ims" ,  or  "ki l l  
the  Americans" ,  or  "ki l l  the  animal  exper imenters" ,  and points  to  
par t icular  groups  of  Jews,  Musl ims,  Americans  or  animal  exper imenters ,  
they should  be  met  wi th  the  ful l  r igour  of  the  law.  
(The Guardian ;  Thursday March 2 ,  2006)  
 
At  a  glance,  i t  appears  that  the  cases  of  end of  d igress ion do not  necessar i ly  
problemat ic  to  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005) .  
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The next  example  shows the  funct ion of  “ Floor-Holding Device .”   
Fol lowing Lenk (1998) ,  however  would s ignal  in teres t ing th ings  af ter  the  
words ,  ‘ the  wors t  th ing. ’  I t  does  not  make sense .    
 
(32)  The former  Yugoslavia  is  l ike  a  j igsaw puzzle ,  and Western  leaders  
have over  the  pas t  few years  found themselves  t ry ing to  make peace  
by piece .  So far,  none of  the  pieces  cont r ibutes  to  a  coherent  whole ,  
and the  ones  tha t  remain to  be  deal t  wi th remain  just  tha t .   
The worst  thing ,  however ,  i s  that ,  jus t  as  tens  of  thousands  of  
t roops  f lood in  to  paci fy  Kosovo,  no one can guarantee  conf l ic t  wi l l  
not  break out  somewhere  e lse .   
(The Observer ,  Sunday June 13 1999)  
 
In  th is  subsect ion,  I  showed that  Lenk’s  (1998)  suggest ion  faces  di ff icul ty  in  
the  case  of  the  sentence- internal  however .   In  the  fol lowing subsect ion,  we 
wil l  examine whether  or  not  there  i s  the  key to  in tegrate  three  however  in to  
one ,  tha t  i s ,  proposi t ional  use ,  end of  digress ion use ,  and “Floor-Holding 
Device”  use .  
 
3.3 .2 .2 .  The Possibi l i ty  of  Integrat ing Several  Usages  into  One 
Lenk (1998)  dis t inguishes  three  uses .   One is  the  proposi t ional  usage and 
the  others  are  d iscourse  marking usages .   Denia l  of  expecta t ion,  a  
cont ras t ive  use  and a  divers ion use  could be  c lass i f ied as  proposi t ional  use .   
The  end of  digress ion and Floor-Holding Device  uses  would  be  labeled as  
discourse  marker  use .   Are  the  three  uses  tota l ly  d is t inc t  and do they have  
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to  be  analyzed independent ly?    
Here ,  i t  wi l l  be  examined whether  or not  both discourse  marker  use  and 
proposi t ional  use  are  found in  an  example  a t  the  same t ime.  
 
(33)  a   does  operat ional  research  i s  i t   i s  i t   pr imari ly  concerned wi th  
quest ions  of dis t r ibut ion-market ing 
b    indeed no - - -  operat ional  research s tar ted  - - -  by s tudies  -  of  
mi l i tary  problems - - -  one of  the  f i rs t  exerc ises  ever  carr ied out  - -  took 
place  dur ing the  war  - - -  when - -  that  quest ion   of   whether  smal l  
boats  should  carry  ant i -a i rcraf t  guns  -  was  considered - - -  these  smal l  
boats  had been equipped - -  wi th ant i -a i rcraf t  guns  - -  but  they weren’t  
shoot ing down – any more  enemy ai rcraf t  - - -  and therefore  cer ta in  
people  concluded -  tha t  these  guns    weren’t  ful f i l l ing  the i r  funct ion 
- - -  however  when the  operat ion research man looked - -  a t  the  data  
more  c losely  -  he  d iscovered that  fewer  boats  were  being sunk –  in  
o ther  word.           (op.c i t . :109,  quoted wi thout  i r re levant  s igns)  
 
Lenk (1998:108-109)  ment ions  that  the  segment  which is  not  so  c losely  
re la ted  to  the  main  topic  i s  contras ted wi th  the  segment  fol lowing however .   
I t  seems to  me that  the  par t  fo l lowing however ,  ‘when the  opera t ion research 
man looked - -  a t  the  data  more  c losely  -  he  discovered that  fewer  boats  were  
being sunk – in  other  word, ’  contradicts  the  previous par t ,  ‘and therefore  
cer ta in  people  concluded -  that  these  guns  weren’t  ful f i l l ing their  funct ion . ’  
An assumpt ion l ike  (34)  wi l l  be  der ived f rom message being ahead of  
however ,  ‘ these  guns  were not  useful  a t  a l l ’   
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(34)  In  real i ty,  i t  was  of  no use .  
 
Then,  i t  wi l l  be  e l iminated by the fol lowing message,  ‘ fewer  boats  were  
being sunk,’ which means ,  ‘ in  rea l i ty,  i t  was  of  use . ’   
From this  observat ion,  i t  can be said that  the  discourse  marker  however  
a l so  has  the  same funct ion of  proposi t ional  use .   Lenk (1998)  herse l f  s ta tes  
that  i t  i s  d i ff icul t  to  te l l  funct ions of  discourse  marker  f rom proposi t ional  
use ,  but ,  i f  so ,  I  wonder  i f  there  i s  any need to  di fferent ia te  the  two usages  
of  proposi t ional  use  and discourse  marker.    
Now,  we wi l l  see  the  thi rd  example  of  “Floor-Holding Device ,”  or  the  
example  of  s ignal ing upcoming interest ing  mater ia l  about  the  main  topic .   
Lenk (1998:120)  observes  tha t  “Floor-Holding Device” cases  do not  a lways 
have contras t  between the  ut terances  before  and af ter  however .  
 
(35)  B ( ( to))  take  i t  
    A has  he   Mhm 
    B over  in  anyway.   ( (but ) )  I  th ink tha t  i t ’s  possible  for  us  to  have  new 
l inks  which don’t  in  any way cut  out  
A Mhm 
    B old  ones .   however  this  we’l l  we’ l l  have  to  see   i f  not  Imola  
    A m 
    B Cyprus-   which is  once  again  I  think          (Lenk 1998:119)  
 
According to  Lenk (1998:118) ,  the  example  (35)  shows that  speaker  B uses  
however  as  i f  he  wants  to  add (another)  contras t ive  aspect  to  the  discuss ion 
 98 
about  whether  new business  l inks  would be  possible  wi thout  cut t ing out  
a l ready exis t ing l inks .   Actual ly,  however,  ‘what  fol lows af ter  however  i s  
merely  an a t tenuat ion of  what  had been said before  (Lenk 1998:119) . ’  The 
ut terance  before  speaker  B says  however ,  i s  a  c lear  s ta tement  of  speaker  B’s  
personal  opinion and i t  cannot  be  proven a t  that  point  in  the  conversat ion.   
Lenk (1998:120)  says  that ,  in  (35) ,  the  segment  that  fo l lows however  does  
not  add contras t ive  aspect ,  a f ter  a l l .    
There  i s  no expl ic i t  contras t  in  th is  example .   In  any case ,  the  hearer  
wi l l  der ive  an assumpt ion l ike  (36)  f rom the segment  before  however .    
 
(36)   We do not  need to  see  th is ,  s ince  i t  i s  t rue .  
 
This  assumpt ion wi l l  be  e l iminated,  for  i t  contradicts  what  i s  sa id  in  the  
segment  af ter  however .   Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  could  
explain  this  example,  because  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion of  a  manifest  
assumpt ion can be  recognized.    
     We have seen some examples  where  discourse  marker  use  and 
proposi t ional  use  co-exis t  in  an  example .   I t  seems to  me that  there  must  be  
some l ink between discourse  marker  use  and proposi t ional  use .  
Now, le t  us  examine i f  Lenk’s  (1998)  suggest ion hold  t rue  for  wri t ten  
language.   I  wi l l  examine the  funct ion  of  the  re turn  to  the  main  topic  f i rs t  
and then the  funct ion of  “ Floor-Holding Device ,”  s ignal ing upcoming 
interes t ing  mater ia l  about  the  main  topic .   Regret tably,  I  could  f ind no 
examples  of  change of  topics .   I t  may be  because wri t ten language i s  more  
coherent  than spoken language.   Wri t ings  are  usual ly  pol ished so  that  they 
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have coherency before  they are  publ ished.   As  Lenk (1985)  says ,  th is  usage 
is  rare  even in  spoken discourse ,  and i t  might  be  imposs ib le  to  f ind  examples  
of  change of  topics  in  formal  wri t ings ,  s ince  the  author  are  supposed to  
avoid  unrela ted  topics  in  one text .  
    So,  le t  us  s tar t  wi th  examples  of  re turning to  the  main  topic .   The 
passage quoted f rom an ar t ic le  of  Washington Post .   I t s  t i t le  i s  The Ups and 
Downs of  'Yo-Yo'  Diet ing.    In  (37) ,  however  appears  in  the  sentence- ini t ia l  
posi t ion.   This  i s  an  ar t ic le  about  repet i t ion of  los ing and gaining weight  
which can cause  diseases .   
 
(37)  FRIDAY, Oct .  24  (Heal thDay News)  - -  For  some f requent  die ters ,  
weight  loss  i s  a  v ic ious  cycle .  They ' re  gung-ho in  the  beginning,  and 
the  pounds mel t  away,  but  not  for  long.  Once they s t ray  f rom thei r  d ie t ,  
a l l  the  weight  that  was  los t  makes  a  comeback.   
This  weight  cycl ing,  a lso  known as  "yo-yo"  die t ing,  has  been 
vi l i f ied  over  the  years .  Studies  have  l inked i t  to  everything f rom high 
blood pressure  and high choles terol  to  d iabetes  and depress ion.   
In  fac t ,  a  2006 review in  the  Internat ional  Journal  of  Obesi ty  by  
Swiss  researchers  of  the  sc ient i f ic  evidence noted an associa t ion 
between weight  f luctuat ions  and cardiovascular  d isease  and death .   
" I  agree  tha t  da ta  on weight  cycl ing are  mixed,  par t icular ly  on 
weight  regain ,  decreased energy expendi ture ,  e tce tera ,"  sa id lead  
author  Dr.  Jean-Pierre  Montani ,  professor  and chai r  of  physiology a t  
the  Univers i ty  of  Fr ibourg.   
"However ,  there  is  increasing evidence  tha t  weight  cycl ing may 
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lead to  cardiovascular  and metabol ic  d isorders ,"  such as  hyper tens ion 
and diabetes ,  he  added.  "And the  r i sk  of  compl icat ions  of  weight  
cycl ing seems greater  in  people  with  normal  weight  or  s l ight ly  
overweight  than in  obese  people ."   
But  other  exper ts  say the  news on weight  cycl ing may not  be  as  
bad as  i t  seems,  and i t  shouldn ' t  d iscourage people  from t rying to  lose  
weight .              （ Washington Post :  Fr iday,  October  24,  2008）  
 
In  the  f i rs t  paragraph,  i t  i s  ment ioned that  some f requent  die ters  exper ience  
weight  f luctuat ions ,  los ing and gaining thei r  weight  over  again .   In  the 
second paragraph,  the  weight  cycl ing can cause  diseases ,  such as  h igh blood 
pressure ,  h igh choles terol ,  d iabetes  and depress ion.   The under l ined par t  
means  that  some data  on weight  cycl ing might  be  unrel iable .   On the  other  
hand,  the  segment  preceded by however  says  that  there  i s  more  and more  
evidence that  weight  cycl ing may lead to  cardiovascular  and metabol ic  
d isorders .   This  ar t ic le’s  main  topic  i s  that  repet i t ion  of  los ing and gaining 
weight  can cause  diseases .   Therefore ,  what  precedes however  i s  
unfavorable  to  the  argument ,  whi le  what  fo l lows i t  i s  favorable  to  the  
argument .   In  this  example ,  i t  can  be said  that  end of  d igress ion is  
completed when however  appears ,  and i t  can be said  tha t  however  s ignals  the  
re turn  to  the  main  topic .  
     In  this  case ,  f rom the  context ,  the  fo l lowing assumpt ion becomes 




(38)  I f  da ta  on weight  cycl ing are  mixed,  the  argument  would be  unrel iable .  
 
Proposi t ional  use  and the  re turn  to  the  main  topic  are  recognized in  th is  
example .  
     The next  example  i s  a  pai r  of  the  previous  one.   However  in  this  
example  appears  af ter  ‘ there  is , ’ whi le  however  in  the  previous  one is  
posi t ioned before  ‘ there  i s . ’  This  excerpt  comes f rom the  ar t ic le  of  The  
Times ,  whose  t i t le  i s  Welcome for  Government ' s  plans  for  PE and sport .    
 
(39)  Si r,  The  Government’s  dr ive  to  ra ise  the  amount  of  t ime devoted to  
physical  educat ion and spor t  ( repor ts  and leading ar t ic le ,  November  
25)  i s  welcome.  One cannot  argue wi th  any in i t ia t ive  a imed a t  ra is ing 
act iv i ty  levels  amongst  chi ldren and young people .  
There is ,  however ,  a  d is t inct ion between PE and spor t .  PE is  
provided for  a l l  pupi ls ,  whereas  spor t  tends  to  descr ibe  chi ldren’s  
ac t ivi t ies  before ,  dur ing (breaks)  and af ter  school .  
(The Times ;  November  27,  2004)  
 
The ar t ic le  s tar ts  wi th the  f i r s t  paragraph in  (39) .   The under l ined par t  
suppor ts  the  fac t  tha t  the  Government’s  dr ive  to  ra ise  the  amount  of  t ime 
devoted to  physical  educat ion and spor t  i s  welcome.   The segment  
containing however  indicates  that  the  government  should  dis t inguish  PE from 
spor t .   After  the  second paragraph to  the  las t  one ,  the  author  appears  to  
c la im that  qual i ty  PE is  the  key to  success  of  the  government’s  dr ive .   For  
the  reason,  i t  i s  considered that  the  main topic  i s  about  the  importance  of  
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qual i ty  PE.   I t  means that  the  segment  conta ining however  i s  re la ted  to  the  
main topic ,  whi le  the  under l ined par t  seems to  be a  digress ion,  which i s  less  
connected  to  the  main  topic .  
     Then,  le t  us  examine i f  we can recognize  proposi t ional  use  here .   The 
under l ined par t  makes an assumpt ion l ike  (40)  manifes t .   I t  contradic ts  the  
segment  ‘There  is ,  however ,  a  dis t inct ion between PE and spor t . ’  Then,  the  
assumpt ion is  e l iminated af ter  a l l .  
 
(40)  There  is  no dis t inct ion between PE and spor t .  
 
In  th is  example ,  a lso ,  proposi t ional  use  and the  re turn  to  the  main  topic  are  
recognized.  
     We wi l l  see  another  pai r  of  examples .   In  (41) ,  however  i s  posi t ioned 
a t  the  beginning of  the  sentence,  or  before  “ i f .”    
 
(41)I t  re l ies  on holding on to  most  of  the  s ta tes  Bush won four  years  ago,  
even as  the  economic cr is is  cas ts  a  pal l  over  the  race  and the  publ ic  
craves  a  new direct ion af ter  e ight  years  of  Republ ican rule  in  the  Whi te  
House .  These  s ta tes  inc lude hot ly  contested  Flor ida ,  Missouri ,  Nor th  
Carol ina ,  Virginia ,  Indiana and Ohio _  a l l  s ta tes  where  most  pol l s  show 
the  race  even or  Obama s l ight ly  ahead.   
Sweeping those  would give  McCain 260 e lectora l  votes ,  though 
doing so  is  far  f rom cer ta in .   
     However ,  i f  he  succeeded,  the  Republ ican then would need to  p ick up 
10 more  votes  by t r iumphing in  a  combinat ion of  Bush-won s ta tes :  
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Nevada (5 e lec tora l  votes)  and Colorado (9) ,  which publ ic  surveys  show 
are  c lose ,  as  wel l  as  Iowa (7)  and New Mexico (5) ,  where  pol ls  show 
Obama comfor tably  ahead.   
(Washington Post :  Saturday,  October  25,  2008）  
 
This  ar t ic le  f rom Washington Post  i s  ent i t led  McCain sows doubts  on Obama 
in  campaign end game.   The  ar t ic le  reports  tha t  McCain  i s  having di ff icul ty  
defeat ing Obama.   In  the  f i rs t  paragraph,  i t  i s  descr ibed that  Obama is  
l ikely  to  get  more votes  than McCain in  Flor ida ,  Missour i ,  North  Carol ina ,  
Virginia ,  Indiana and Ohio.   The under l ined par t  says  that  McCain would 
become super ior  to  Obama i f  he  could sweep those .   This  i s  opposi te  
informat ion to  the  main topic .   The  segment  containing however  impart s  
informat ion that  McCain would be  s t i l l  in  a  d i ff icul t  posi t ion i f  he  succeeded.   
Consequent ly,  i t  i s  conceivable  that  the  segment  fol lowed by however  i s  what  
i s  ca l led  “digress ion,”  and the  segment  preceded by however  has  a  more  
c lose  connect ion wi th  the  main topic .   In  shor t ,  the  funct ion of  however  
here  i s  to  reconnect  to  the  main  topic .  
     Here ,  can we f ind out  proposi t ional  use ,  too?   The reader  may der ive  
an assumption l ike  (42)  from the  under l ined par t .  
 
(42)  i f  he  succeeded in  sweeping those ,  the  vic tory  goes  to  McCain  in  the  
pres ident ia l  e lec t ion.  
 
This  assumpt ion contradicts  what  fol lows however,  and then i t  be  e l iminated .   
Both  proposi t ional  use  and the  re turn  to  the  main  topic  are  found out  in  the  
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example  above,  too.  
The example  (43)  i s  a  pai r  of  the  example  (41) .   However  fo l lows ‘ i f ’ 
in  th is  example ,  whi le  i t  precedes  ‘ i f ’ in  (41) .   The excerpt  comes f rom an 
ar t ic le  of  The Guardian .   I t  i s  ent i t led  Space Solves--Then we' l l  answer i t .  
Here ,  the  Space Solves experts  help  readers  make do and mend.    
 
(43)  A shower  t ray must  be  able  not  only to  cope wi th the  weight  of  the  body,  
but  a lso  to  wi ths tand movement .  I t  must  be  wel l  suppor ted and perfec t ly  
level  to  avoid  the  danger  of  cracking.  I t  i s  possible  that  in  your  case  the  
suppor t  legs  weren ' t  adjus ted correct ly,  thereby put t ing the  t ray under  
s t ra in .  Acryl ic  t rays  are  par t icular ly  vulnerable ,  because  they f lex  a  lo t  
anyway,  and a  hai r l ine  crack wi l l  quickly  develop into  something bigger.  
If ,  however ,  your  t ray  is  made f rom s tone res in ,  i t  can be  repai red.  
(The Guardian :  Sa turday,  October  25,  2008)  
 
I t  i s  par t  of  the  answer  to  the  inquiry  on what  they should do when thei r  
shower  t ray  is  cracking up.   Here ,  how to  deal  wi th  the  hai r l ine  crack in  the  
shower  t ray is  in  quest ion.   The under l ined par t  i s  considered to  be  the  
worst  case  where  i t  i s  impossible  to repair  the  crack.   The segment  
containing however  conveys  the  condi t ion  of  the  case  where  i t  i s  possible  to  
repai r  i t .   People  usual ly  want  eas ier  solut ions .   Thinking of  i t ,  what  the  
reader  wants  i s  the  informat ion on the  cases  where  i t  can be  repai red .   
Accordingly,  we could say that  the  segment  conta ining however  i s  re la ted to  
the  main topic .   The under l ined par t  i s  the  wors t  case  which the  reader  has  
no solut ion.   I t  i s  opposi te  informat ion to  what  the  reader  wants .   Thus ,  the  
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digress ion ends  before  the  segment  containing however .  
     How about  proposi t ional  use  in  th is  example?   The reader  would  
der ive  an assumption l ike  (44)  f rom the  under l ined par t .  
 
(44)  I t  cannot  be  repaired.  
 
The assumpt ion contradic ts  the  message ‘ I f  your  t ray  is  made f rom s tone 
res in ,  i t  can be repaired.’  Then,  the  assumpt ion wi l l  be  e l iminated.   We 
f ind both  of  the  usages ,  tha t  i s ,  proposi t ional  use  and the  re turn  to  the  main 
topic ,  in  th is  example ,  too.  
Let’s  proceed to  examples  of  however  which s ignals  upcoming 
in teres t ing mater ia l  about  the  main  topic .   The f i rst  example  i s  quoted from 
an ar t ic le  ent i t led  My worst  job .  
 
(45)I  chose  to  do a  shi f t  f rom 2am to  6am once a  week.  I t ' s  tough because  
you ' re  t i red  yourse l f  a t  tha t  t ime of  n ight  and even though you ' re  a lways  
working wi th  one other  person,  i t  can feel  lonely .   
However  the  worst  thing  about  th is  shi f t  i s  tha t  the  phones  a t  that  
t ime are  c logged up by what  i s  known in  the  Samari tans  as  TMs -  
te lephone masturbators .  Samari tans  aren ' t  a l lowed to  put  the  phone down 
on cal lers ;  to  do so  you would have  to  ge t  a  supervisor  -  d i ff icul t  a t  that  
t ime of  n ight .  So you had to  deal  wi th  i t  as  bes t  you could .  
 (The Guardian :  Saturday,  January 26,  2008)  
 
The paragraph before  however  descr ibes  the  n ight  sh i f t ,  which is  
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contr ibut ing to  the  main  topic .   The  paragraph opening wi th  however  i s  
about  the  wors t  aspect  concerning the  night  shi f t ,  or  about  what  made her  
most  uncomfor table  dur ing the  night  shi f t .   Both  of  the  sentences  preceding 
and fol lowing however  are  l inked to  the  main  topic .   However,  the  la t ter  
adds  more  exci t ing and in teres t ing aspects  to  the  mater ia l  jus t  ta lked about .  
     Are  there  any manifes t  assumpt ions  to  be  e l iminated here?   Since  the 
t i t le  i s  My wors t  job ,  the  reader  may think the  s i tuat ion descr ibed in  the  
under l ined par t  should be the  worst  th ings  and der ive  an assumption l ike  
(46) .  
 
(46)  i f  i t  i s  tough to  work a t  n ight  when you are  t i red  and feel  lonely,  
nothing is  worse  than that .  
 
What  fol lows however  contradic ts  the  assumpt ion and then el iminates  i t .    
Let  us  go on to  the  next  example  where  however  i s  located  in  
sentence- internal  pos i t ion .   This  example  i s  a  pai r  of  the  example  (45) .   
The t i t le  of  the  ar t ic le  is  Kosovo peace fa i l s  to  heal  ancient  e thnic  feuds- -  
The end of  the  Balkan conf l ic t  may wel l  sh i f t  tensions  to  neighbouring 
countr ies .  
 
(47)The former  Yugoslavia  i s  l ike  a  j igsaw puzzle ,  and Western  leaders  have  
over  the  pas t  few years  found themselves  t rying to  make peace  by piece .  
So far,  none of  the  pieces  contr ibutes  to  a  coherent  whole ,  and the  ones  
that  remain  to  be deal t  wi th remain jus t  that .   
The worst  thing ,  however ,  i s  tha t ,  jus t  as  tens  of  thousands  of  
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t roops  f lood in  to  paci fy  Kosovo,  no one can guarantee  confl ic t  wi l l  not  
break out  somewhere  e lse .       (The Observer ,  Sunday June 13 1999)  
 
This  ar t ic le  s tar ts  wi th the  f i rs t  paragraph in  (47) .   As  i s  indica ted in  the  
t i t le ,  the  main  topic  i s  about  ancient  e thnic  feuds  which might  not  end.   
Even tens  of  thousands  of  t roops  to  keep Kosovo peaceful  might  work 
negat ively.   The  f i rs t  paragraph in  (47)  says  that  i t  i s  di ff icul t  to  uni fy  the  
former  Yugoslavia ,  which i s  associated  wi th the  main  topic .   The sentence  
where  however  occurs  in  the  middle  refers  to  an i ronical  resul t  of  paci fying 
Kosovo,  which proves  how diff icul t  i t  i s  to  heal  ancient  e thnic  feuds .   I t  i s  
a lso  re la ted to  the  main  topic .   In  this  example ,  a lso ,  the  segment  
containing however  i s  providing wi th  more  interest ing  informat ion 
concerning the  main topic  than the under l ined par t .  
     An assumpt ion der ived f rom the  under l ined par t  wi l l  be  as  fo l lows.  
 
(48)   The wors t  th ing is  to  fai l  to  end the  Balkan confl ic t .  
 
The assumption wi l l  be  el iminated s ince  i t  contradic ts  the  informat ion  
repor ted by the  segment  conta ining however .  
In  th is  sect ion,  I  showed the  funct ion of  however  which Lenk (1998)  
suggests  can be  appl ied to  however  a t  the  beginning of  the  sentence in  
wri t ten  language,  a l though Lenk (1998)  has  a  problem with  however  in  the  
middle  of  the  sentence.   Regardless  of  the  posi t ion of  however ,  we could  
recognized i t s  funct ions  of  re turning to  the  main  topic  and s ignal ing 
upcoming interes t ing  mater ia l  about  the  main  topic  
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     In  a l l  the  examples f rom (33)  to  (47) ,  whether  however  in  the  
sentence- ini t ia l  pos i t ion or  in  the  sentence- internal  posi t ion,  we ascer ta ined  
presence of  proposi t ional  use  and discourse  maker  use  in  one example .   
Things  in  common wi th  a l l  the  examples  are  tha t  there  are  expl ic i t  previous  
contexts  and the  segments  conta ining however  i s  what  the  speaker  or  wri ter  
wants  to  say.   The messages  c losely  connected  to  the  main topic  and 
suggest ions  to  change topics  are  both considered to  be  the  speaker ’s  or  
wri ter ’s  arguments .   I  wi l l  propose  a l ternat ive  def ini t ion  of  however  to  
suppor t  th is  observa t ion in  chapter  3 .  
 
3 .4 .  Some Remaining Problems 
In  this  sect ion,  I  wi l l  indicate  some problems concerning formulat ions  by  
Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005) .   The  f i r s t  problem to  be  discussed 
in  3 .4 .1  is  the  posi t ion of  however .   Since  both  Blakemore  (2002)  and 
Schourup (2005)  only  analyze sentence- ini t ia l  however ,  we need to  consider  
whether  the  posi t ioning of  however  can make a  di ffe rence .   The second 
problem we wi l l  consider  in  3 .4 .2  i s  the  poss ibi l i ty  of  occurrence of  but  and 
however .   Al though however  and but  funct ion in  a  s imi lar  way,  why can i t  
be  possib le  for  them to be  used a t  the  same t ime in  a  sentence wi thout  
redundancy?  In  3 .4 .3 ,  I  wi l l  show that  nei ther  Blakemore  (1987,  2002)  nor  
Schourup (2005)  can expla in  how however  works  in  the  case  of  
“Floor-Holding Device”  observed by Lenk (1998:120) ,  which is  not  taken 
in to  considera t ion by them.   
 
3.4 .1 .  On Posit ioning of  However  
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Quirk e t  a l .  (1985:646)  s ta tes  that  however  cannot  be  p laced jus t  af ter  the  
coordinate  conjunct ion,  as  i l lus t ra ted below.   However,  the  acceptabi l i ty  i s  
improved i f  however  i s  not  r ight  af ter  but .   
 
(49)  a*You can phone the  doctor  i f  you l ike ,  but  however ,  I  very  much doubt  
whether  you wi l l  get  h im to  come out  on a  Saturday night .   
b .?You can phone the  doctor  i f  you l ike ,  but  I  very  much doubt ,  however ,  
whether  you wi l l  get  h im to  come out  on a  Saturday night .  
(Quirk  e t  a l .  1985:646)  
 
Garner  (1998)  suggests  tha t  however  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence  has  
a  di fferent  funct ion from that  of  ini t ia l  however .   Garner ’s  (1998)  argument  
i s  as  below.  
 
(50)  however  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence  has  a  funct ion of  indicat ing that  
a  par t  of  the  previous  const i tu tes  i s  emphasized and what  are  the  
cont rasted  e lements .               (Garner  1998:342)  
 
Both  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  only  analyze  
sentence- ini t ia l  however ,  so  we wi l l  consider  whether  the  posi t ioning of  
however  can make a  d i fference.  The di fference of  acceptabi l i ty  by  
posi t ioning of  however  wi l l  be  taken up in  chapter  5 .    
 
3 .4 .2 .  The Co-occurrence of  However and  But  
In  3 .4 .1 ,  I  in t roduced Quirk  e t  a l . ’s  (1985:646)  observat ion that  however  
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cannot  be  adjacent  to  the  coordinate  conjunct ion but .   When however  i s  not  
r ight  af ter  but ,  the  acceptabi l i ty  i s  improved but  not  perfect ly  acceptable .   
However,  Hal l iday and Hassan (1976:250)  ment ion tha t  however  can be  used 
wi th  but  in  a  sentence,  but  not  wi th  yet .   In  fact ,  we can see  the  
co-occurrence of  them in ar t ic les ,  magazines ,  newspaper  and l i tera ture .  
The fol lowing example  i s  quoted f rom a  passage of  a  novel  by Jane  
Austen (1813/1906)  and f rom a  t ranscr ipt  of  President  Johnson’s  address  to  
the  nat ion night  before  as  recorded by The New York Times.   
 
(51)  When she was only f i f teen,  there  was a  gent leman at  my brother  
Gardiner ’s  in  town,  so  much in  love  wi th  her,  that  my s is ter- in- law was  
sure  he would make her  an offer  before  we came away.   But however  he  
did  not .  
( Jane  Austen (1813/1906) .  Pride and Prejudice ,  p64   
Edinburg :  J .  Grant)  
(52)  The chief  diplomat ic  and mi l i ta ry  off icers  of  th is  Government  a l l  were  
ins t ructed to  fol low the  same course .  And s ince  that  n ight  on March 31,  
each of  the  candidates  has  had di ffer ing ideas  about  the  Government’s  
pol icy,  but  general ly  speaking,  however ,  throughout  the  campaign we 
have been able  to  present  a  uni ted  voice,  suppor t ing our  Government  and 
suppor t ing our  men in  Vietnam.  
(The New York Times :  November  1 ,  1968)  
 
According to  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005) ,  however  and but  
funct ion in  a  s imi lar  way.   Then,  the  co-occurrence should  be  redundant ,  as  
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Quirk e t  a l . ’s  (1985)  argues .   We need to  consider  what  makes  i t  possible .   
The specula t ion on th is  i ssue  is  p icked up in  chapter  4 .  
Based on Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005) ,  there  i s  only  one 
di fference  between but  and  however.   However  has  a  const ra int  on the  
context ,  whi le  but  does  not .   The examples  (54)  and (55)  show thei r  
suggest ions  are  not  good enough to  capture  the  co-occurrence of  but  and  
however .   We need to  consider  why but  and however  can co-occur,  even 
though they are  regarded as  qui te  s imi lar  words .   We wil l  pursue an 
a l ternat ive proposal  to  capture  the  reason of  i t  in  chapter  3 .  
 
3 .5 .  Summary  
In  th is  chapter,  I  cr i t ica l ly  reviewed Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  
as  representa t ive  s tudies  in  Relevance Theory on the  funct ions  of  however ,  
and indicated some problems with  them.  
     Fi rs t ly,  I  c la imed that  two communicat ive  uses  of  however  observed by 
Lenk (1998)  might  present  knot ty  problems for  Blakemore  (1987,  2002)  and 
Schourup (2005) .   Whether  however  i s  used to  “hold f loor”  or  to  s ignal  the  
end of  d igress ion,  nei ther  Blakemore  (2002)  nor  Schourup (2005)  can 
account  for  the  usages  in  quest ion .   Their  approach is  l imi ted to  local  level  
and do not  take  in to  considera t ion global  communicat ive  purposes .   In  order  
to  f ind any cues  to  integra te  severa l  usages  of  however  observed by Lenk 
(1998)  in to  one,  we inves t igated whether  however  in  wri t ten  discourse  can be  
captured by Lenk (1998) .   Al though Lenk’s  (1998)  suggest ion seems to  have  
a  problem with  however  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence in  wri t ten  discourse ,  i t  
was  conf i rmed that  there  appears  to  be  some commonal i t ies  in  most  cases .  
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Secondly,  as  pointed out  by Hal l iday and Hassan (1976) ,  however  can  
be  used wi th  but  in  a  sentence .  I f  however  d i ffers  f rom but  only  in  having a  
contextual  res t r ic t ion,  what  makes i t  possible  for  them to appear  a t  the  same 
t ime in  a  sentence wi thout  redundancy?   
Last ly,  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  focus  on however  a t  the  
beginning of  a  sentence a l though the  posi t ioning of  however  can vary.   I t  









In chapter 3, it was reported that Quirk et al. (1985:646) claims that however 
cannot be placed just after the coordinate conjunction  but and that the 
acceptability is low even when however and but do not lie next to each other.  
 
(1) a*You can phone the doctor if you like, but however, I very much doubt 
whether you will get him to come out on a Saturday night.  
b.?You can phone the doctor if you like, but I very much doubt, however, 
whether you will get him to come out on a Saturday night. 
(Quirk et al. 1985:646) 
 
As we have seen in chapter 3, Blakemore (2002) and Schourup (2005) 
postulate that however and but encode almost the same information.  
According to Blakemore (2002) and Schourup (2005), there is a single 
difference between but and however.  They observe that however has a 
constraint on the context, while but does not.  If so, the co-occurrence 
should be redundant, as Quirk et al. (1985) argues.   
However, Halliday and Hassan (1976:250) mention that however can be 
used with but in a sentence, but it can not be used with yet.  In reality, we 
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can see the co-occurrence of but and however in articles, magazines, 
newspapers and literary works.  Section 4.2 will provide several tokens of 
co-occurrence from them.  Those tokens will be a piece of evidence to show 
Quirk et al.’s (1985) suggestion is not good enough to capture the 
co-occurrence of but  and however.  Thus, we need to consider why but and 
however can co-occur, even though they are considered to be quite similar 
words.  An alternative proposal to capture the reason for it will be provided 
in section 4.3.  The speculation on this issue will be picked up in section 
4.4.  Section 4.5 will provide my explanation on co-occurrence of although 
and however.  Section 4.6 is the summary of this chapter. 
 
4.2. Co-occurrence of But and However  
It is not only Quirk et al. (1985) who argue that it is undesirable for but  to be 
used with however at the same time in a sentence.  Araki et al. (1985:543) 
also say that the co-occurrence of but and however as shown in (2) is verbose 
in literary style and should be avoided. 
 
(2) But these plans, however, cannot be carried out without money. 
(Araki et al. 1985:543) 
 
Morris ed. (1969:261) says too much contrast can ruin a sentence, and that 
the contrastive conjunction but is redundant when used with however.  
According to Morris ed. (1969:261), it is hard to justify the sentence 
illustrated below.   
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(3) But the army, however, went on with its plans.    (Morris ed. 1969:261) 
 
In colloquial style, however sometimes follows just after but.  As 
pointed out by Quirk et al. (1985:643), emphatic endorsement by conjunct 
co-occurrence of the same class is more characteristic of loose informal talk 
rather than formal writings.  The co-occurrence of but and however  is no 
exception.  Araki et al. (1985:543) points out that this kind of co-occurrence 
can be often recognized in conversation.  In addition to that, Araki et al. 
(1985:543) deliver an opinion that the adjacency gives the reader/hearer the 
impression that it is not a careless mistake.  This comment does not 
correspond to the degree of the acceptability of (1a) and (1b).  Whatever the 
case, I found that both patterns are recognized in materials with colloquial 
style. 
The difference between literary style and colloquial style should not be 
ignored when we think of the co-occurrence of but  and however.  As Araki 
et al. (1985:543) mention, it is not always unacceptable that however 
immediately follows but.  In very truth, many tokens were found in 
publication.  Now, we will look at examples.  Let us start with the cases 
where however is adjacent to but.  The sequence of “but however” can be 
found in classic literature.  In literature, exaggeration for effect is allowed, 
so it would be all right to use but and however at the same time.  (The 
emphasis and italics in the examples below is the author’s.  In the rest of 
this chapter, they are the author ’s unless there is a notice.) 
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(4) a. When she was only fifteen, there was a gentleman at my brother 
Gardiner’s in town, so much in love with her, that my sister-in-law was 
sure he would make her an offer before we came away.  But however  
he did not. 
(Jane Austen (1813/1906). Pride and Prejudice, p64. Edinburg: J. Grant) 
b. ‘Yes. Betwixt you and me, ma’am,’ returned Mr. Bumble, ‘that’s the 
great principle; and that’s the reason why, if you look at any cases that 
get into them owdacious newspapers, you’ll always observe that sick 
families have been relieved with slices of cheese. That’s the rule now, 
Mrs. Corney, all over the country. But, however ,’ said the beadle, 
stopping to unpack his bundle, ‘these are official secrets, ma’am; not to 
be spoken of; except, as I may say, among the porochial officers, such 
as ourselves.  
(Charles Dickens (1838), Oliver Twist Or The Parish Boy’s Progress, 
Chapter XXIII, p214. London: Chapman & Hall: Humphrey Milford) 
c. ‘I’ll tell you that, too, at some future period. I happened to be in a very 
good humour just then; but, though I was complaisant and gracious 
enough, I took care not to compromise myself in any possible way. But, 
however , the conceited wretch chose to interpret my amiability of 
temper his own way, and at length presumed upon my indulgence so 
far--what do you think?--he actually made me an offer!’ 
(Anne Brontë (1911), Agnes Grey, Chapter 14: The Rector, 
p189. Edinburg: J. Grant) 
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(5) a. Well, after Mrs. Mayoress was gone, her two daughters came in, and 
they called for the gentlewoman too, and they talked a long while to 
me, and I answered them in my innocent way; but always, if they 
asked me whether I resolved to be a gentlewoman, I answered Yes. At 
last one of them asked me what a gentlewoman was? That puzzled me 
much; but, however , I explained myself negatively, that it was one 
that did not go to service, to do housework. 
(Daniel Defoe (1721). the Fortunes & Misfortunes of the Famous 
Moll Flanders, Chapter 1, p13. London: Oxford University Press) 
b. But, however, I shall so far do justice to this part of the Academy, as 
to acknowledge that all of them were not so visionary. 
(Jonathan Swift (1906), Gulliver’s Travels, Chapter VI, 
p174 London: J.M. Dent) 
c. “To be certain,” said the boy, “it is honestly worth two, when your 
ladyship considers what a risk I run; but, however, if your ladyship 
will promise me the two guineas, I’ll e’en venture: to be certain it is a 
sinful thing to ride about my measter ’s horses; but one comfort is, I 
can only be turned away, and two guineas will partly make me 
amends.” 
(Henry Fielding (1882). The History of Tom Jones, a Foundling, 
Book X - Chapter IX, p83 London: Smith, Elder) 
 
In modern English also, such tokens can be found.  The following passage 




(6) Dear Mr. McClintock, How long does one wait for a contractor? I 
understand the best are busy but I’ve waited for three months for this 
guy to start a project. His answering service is lousy, he leaves messages 
late, or on Friday afternoons or times when I’m not available. I don’t 
want to be blunt; but however , I tempted to tell him to either start the 
project (In the midst of Christmas season!) or forget it. 
(Washington Post; Thursday, December 1, 2005) 
 
The following examples (7) and (8) are quoted from transcripts of live online 
discussions. 
 
(7) After an award winning portrayal, it’s the challenge of the actor (and I 
guess their agent) to find future roles that fit the actor. That’s why some 
people win for such obvious reasons and never win again. But however, 
sometimes continued fame (or luck) sway the judgment of existing actors 
performing somewhat less than stellar parts. 
(Washington Post; Monday, December 22, 2003) 
(8) I am very heartened by the voices of democracy that we are growing to 
hear in the Middle East but  however if supposing that elections are held, 
wouldn’t there be a chance that terrorist and fundamentalist organization 
might rise to power?      (Washington Post; Monday, March 14, 2005) 
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The next one is the transcript from the House Judiciary Committee’s 
impeachment hearings when President Clinton was impeached because of 
Clinton-Lewinsky affair. 
 
(9) REP. COBLE: Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Davis, in a Washington Post interview comparing the impeachment 
process with Watergate, you indicated that we’re in an uglier political 
time now. Now much has been said about the late President Kennedy’s 
sexual indiscretions that were not publicized but however were 
commonly known. 
(Transcripts from the House Judiciary Committee’s impeachment 
hearings, Day Four: December 9, 1998.) 
 
The example below is cited from The Aubrey–Maturin series, which is a 
sequence of historical novels in modern literature. 
 
(10) ‘I am afraid it is going to turn out a truly dirty night,’ said Jack. He 
stood up and in his sure-footed seaman’s way walked over to his 
barometer. ‘Yes,’ he said. ‘Dirtier than I had thought.’ He came back 
and gazed out at the darkness, full of rain and flying water from the 
ship’s bow-wave, more and more as she increased her way. ‘But , 
however ,’ he went on, `I am most heartily glad to be at sea. 
(Blue at the Mizzen,  
by Patrick O’Brian, W. W. Norton & Co., 1999, p.4) 
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The example (4) is a narrative part of a story.  The examples (5) and (6) are 
obviously spoken language.  Therefore, it can be safely said that “But 
however” can be used in colloquial expressions as Araki et al. (1985) claim. 
However, I doubt that the cases where however does not appear 
immediately after but are found only in spoken language, because I found 
some examples in written language.  We will see some examples of the 
cases where however does not appear right after but.  The examples (11) and 
(12) are transcripts, which are evidently spoken language.  The passage in 
(11) comes from a transcript of President Johnson’s address to the nation last 
night as recorded by The New York Times.  
 
(11) The chief diplomatic and military officers of this Government all were 
instructed to follow the same course. And since that night on March 31, 
each of the candidates has had differing ideas about the Government’s 
policy, but generally speaking, however, throughout the campaign we 
have been able to present a united voice, supporting our Government 
and supporting our men in Vietnam. 
(The New York Times; November 1, 1968, Text of President Johnson’s 
Broadcast to the Nation Announcing a Bombing Halt.) 
 





(12)U.S. SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE HOLDS A HEARING ON THE 
NOMINATION OF JOHN ROBERTS TO BE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE 
SUPREME COURT   
(snip) 
HATCH: OK. 
Now, the chairman and ranking member have raised some important 
issues, and I may turn to some of them shortly. But I believe, however , 
that we should start with first principles before exploring how those 
principles should be applied.  
                       (Washington Post; Tuesday, September 13, 2005) 
 
In articles also, ‘but…however’ can be found.  The example (13) is cited 
from The New York Times. 
 
(13) THIS truth-telling has not always endeared him to Indians. India’s 
newspapers may be filled with outraged revelations about civic 
inefficiency and corruption. India’s self-accusations may often be as 
harsh as any Mr. Naipaul has made. But there is, however, a tacit 
agreement that this is not for outside dissemination, that Western 
stereotypes of India as a backward country should not be pandered to. 
Thus Mr. Naipaul is regarded as the outsider with inside information, 
the man who betrays.      (The New York Times; December 30, 1990) 
 
The examples (14) to (19) come from Washington Post. 
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(14)Of course a single, hastily constructed statistical model is inadequate to 
prove the existence or estimate the true impact of Little Mo on early 
primary voting. Other models using different or more highly refined 
variables might produce different results. But it’s interesting, however, 
to note that other researchers have detected somewhat similar effects. 
Political scientist Larry Bartels, who literally wrote the book on political 
momentum, argued in the late 1980s that many voters use a simple 
winner/loser calculation to decide which candidate to support in 
primaries.  
(Washington Post; Polling Director; Monday, January 31, 2000) 
(15) The Soviets created a second satellite system in the late 1980s – this one 
in geostationary orbit, meaning that these satellites remain fixed in one 
place above the Earth’s surface. Two of these are still functioning, 
Podvig said, with one sited to cover some of the gaps in the original 
array of satellite. 
But gaps remain, however. 
(Washington Post; Wednesday, February 10, 1999) 
(16) The District has its killers, as critics love to note, ignoring the steady 
decline in homicide victims and the improved arrest statistics. And, yes, 
one murder is too many. 
But our city, however, hasn’t had anything like Wichita’s BTK 
murderer (bind, torture, kill) who terrorized that city for 30 years. 
(Washington Post; Saturday, March 12, 2005) 
 
 123 
(17)Other studies, most notably by AAA, have found dogs to be the 
overwhelming choice of animal travel companions, comprising nearly 80 
percent of pets on trips (15 percent are cats, and the remainder include 
birds, fish, ferrets and rabbits). 
Starwood was sold on the growing industry trend but did, however, 
set a per-dog weight limit of 40 pounds at Westin hotels and 80 pounds 
at Sheraton and W hotels.  
(Washington Post; Sunday, October 12, 2003) 
(18)At the Islamic Scholars Union, the mullahs told me that their countrymen 
had accepted the Saudi mosques for a simple reason -- they couldn’t 
afford to build their own. But Mullah Talat Mantiq bitterly pointed out 
that in the years before the establishment of the U.N. Oil for Food 
Program in 1996, when people in the region were starving, the Saudis 
were building mosques -- but were not, however, donating food, 
clothing or medicine.       
(Washington Post; Sunday, August 11, 2002) 
 (19)Another story tells of basic training where, for some reason, “[t]he 
soldiers here don’t spend their time shining boots, singing cadences or 
doing countless push-ups.” Wonderful! But they do, however, shout 
“Long live Iraq!” in what is described as “unison.” No doubt. 
(Washington Post; Thursday, December 1, 2005) 
 
The following passages in (20) and (21) are excerpts from The Times. 
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(20) Prevention is therefore all-important. This is what justifies the drastic 
contingency plans now being drawn up by the World Health 
Organisation and the cost of measures already taken by worried 
governments. Britain has not yet ordered poultry to be brought indoors 
— a step that would be very costly for organic farmers, whose birds 
would lose their free-range status. These now account for 27 per cent of 
total egg production. But it has, however, already taken other steps that 
are sensible.                        (The Times: August 23, 2005) 
(21) There generally isn’t a problem with drinking freshly squeezed fruit 
juice unless you have a tendency towards an over-acidic gut, in which 
case you may find citrus too much to stomach. But you do, however, 
need to watch the combination of sugar and acids in the juice, as these 
can cause tooth decay.               (The Times; January 25, 2005) 
 
The examples (22) to (24) are quoted from The Guardian. 
 
(22) It's hard to love Western Road but  it does, however, boast Kambi's, a 
Lebanese BYOB restaurant with a takeaway counter to satisfy the 
quickest and pickiest of quick biters. 
(The Guardian; Friday May 4, 2001) 
(23)Whether Arirang can provide new momentum for engagement, or attract 
more tourist bucks, remains to be seen. But for now, however , it is party 
time - at least in the surreal city that is Pyongyang. 
(The Guardian; Friday May 17, 2002) 
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(24) I also watch the news, just as desperate and heart-sick, but I do, 
however , know exactly who is on the other side of those guns, and who 
is sitting at home in Jerusalem or Tel Aviv watching the events on 
Israeli television - and why they fail to rise up in rage against their 
government for perpetrating all this in their name. 
(The Guardian; Tuesday October 24, 2000) 
 
Those examples support Quirk et al.’s (1985:643) observation that ‘emphatic 
endorsement by conjunct co-occurrence of the same class is more 
characteristic of loose informal talk rather than formal writing.’  In this 
section, I showed that the combination of but and however might not be 
accepted in formal writings, but it can be permissible in spoken language, 
literature and newspapers.  What makes it possible that but and however  
co-occur?   
In the meanwhile, other concessive conjunctive adverbs can co-occur 
with but and sometimes they can be adjacent to but.  It is shown in (25) and 
(26) that but yet and but still can be used without problems.  Though and 
nevertheless can be used with but in a sentence, too.  In (26), yet is 
immobile in front of its clause. 
 
(25) a. It’s certainly cold, but still it might be colder. 
(Otsuka et al. 1969:506) 
b. Clare didn’t do much work, but she still passed the exam. 
(LDOCE3) 
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(26) It’s very fine weather for a walk, but yet I don’t think I’ll go out.  
(Otsuka et al. 1969:506) 
(27) a. John doesn’t look very happy but Mary seems all right, though. 
b. John doesn’t look very happy but Mary, though, seems all right. 
(Quirk et al. 1985:646) 
(28) a. Numbers have declined since the 1950s but nevertheless these 
migrant birds continued to breed in Britain until 1998 and many 
from Scandinavia had also appeared to colonise parts of Scotland.  
                             (The Times; August 20, 2004) 
b. All the money involved in these transactions was held by the UN but 
the arrangement nevertheless gave Saddam room to reward people 
outside Iraq.              (The Sunday Times; October 10, 2004) 
 
Quirk et al. (1985:643) alleges that it is possible to ‘have a conjunct 
co-occur with one or more from the same class and achieve the effect of 
emphatic endorsement rather than of tautology.’  It will be discussed and 
demonstrated in detail how the co-occurrence can achieve the effect of 
emphatic endorsement in the following section. 
 
4.3. An Alternative Proposal 
In the previous section, we have already confirmed that however can be used 
with but in a sentence.  How can Blakemore (2002) and Schourup (2005) 
explain the co-occurrence of but and however?  Remember that Blakemore 
(2002) and Schourup (2005) make the point that however and but convey 
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quite similar information.  The difference between but and however is that 
however has a constraint on the context, although but does not.  See (29) 
and (30). 
 
(29)The procedural information in common with but and however 
Cognitive Effect: Contradiction and elimination of an assumption. 
(30) The restriction on the context for however 
However affirms the explicit content of the preceding segment and 
simultaneously connects it to an assumption inferentially. 
 
Would the single difference enable but and however to co-occur?  The idea 
seems to lack in persuasiveness.  Instead, I will argue that however does not 
have procedural information but conceptual information, based on the 
observation by Higashimori and Yoshimura (2003).  With regard to 
co-occurrence of function words which play seemingly similar roles, 
Higashimori and Yoshimura (2003:113-116) make an interesting proposal.  
In response to Andersen’s (1998:164) analyses, they weigh the differences 
between sort of and like.   
 
(31) a. Gradually it sort of like brings people out of themselves and do you 
know what I mean, they learn to do things. 
   (Higashimori and Yoshimura 2003:115) 
b. Sort of, like when your combing your hair, innit erm, (sic) in the bath 
keeps on, do my hair, do my hair. (op.cit:116) 
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c. Well you put another word in between each letter of the other word 
sort of like.                                   (op.cit:116) 
 
They make an assertion that the former has the conceptual information of not 
entirely, while the latter has only procedural information which tells the 
hearer to extend the scope of the modified word.  It is because the type of 
information is different that sort of and like can co-occur as follows. 
Given that one has only procedural information and the other has 
conceptual information although they are synonyms like that, we could say as 
follows, on the information that but, however, still, and yet have. 
 
(32) 1．But has procedural information. 
2．However, still, and yet have conceptual information. 
 
The combinations of but still and but yet are no problem since the types of 
information which still and yet have differ from but.  The combination of 
the words that has conceptual information will be barred out only if it is too 
redundant.  In 4.3.1, it will be taken up what conceptual information and 
procedural information are.  Hereinafter, we will look at the conceptual 
information of however in 4.3.2.  The conceptual information of still and yet 
will be dealt with in chapter 6.  I will also consider the possibility of 




4.3.1. Conceptual Information and Procedural Information 
In Chapter 1, we have already learned that there are two kinds of information 
in Relevance Theory; conceptual information and procedural information.  
Here, it will be briefly explained again.  In Relevance Theory, the intention 
of the speaker is considered to modify the hearer ’s cognitive environment 
(Higashimori and Yoshimura 2003:13).  “The cognitive environment 
consists of a set of logical forms which express assumptions.  It is called 
‘cognitive effect’ to correct the cognitive environment by deleting a logical 
form, adding one or modifying the degree of conviction. (Higashimori and 
Yoshimura 2003:139).”  Blakemore (1987, 1992, 2000, 2002) claims that but 
and however encodes a procedure which can be denied in terms of the 
cognitive effect of contradiction and elimination.  This information is called 
“procedural meaning” and distinguished from “conceptual meaning.”  
Furthermore, the assumption conveyed by the utterance is divided into 
two, that is, ‘explicature’ which is an explicit meaning directly based on the 
utterance and ‘implicature’ inferred from it.  In the following example, 
Mary’s utterance in (33) will be explicature as it is, but it cannot be the 
answer to Peter ’s question.  However, Peter can get the implicature (34b) 
through the inference based on the knowledge of encyclopedia like (34a). 
 
(33)  Peter: Would you drive a Mercedes? 
Mary: I wouldn’t drive ANY expensive car. 
 (Sperber and Wilson 1995:194) 
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(34) a. A Mercedes is an expensive car. 
 b. Mary wouldn’t drive a Mercedes. (implicature) 
 
Explicature consists of conceptual meanings, which are the meanings of 
nouns and verbs, what is called, content words.  There are some words 
and phrases which indicate how to infer when the hearer gets implicature 
through an inference starting from explicature.  This function that 
conjunctions and, but as well as other discourse markers have is called 
procedural meanings.  For instance, the example (35) has the same truth 
value, but the interpretations are totally different.  In the context of “P so 
Q,” so indicates that the conclusion Q is based on the premise P and Q 
should be added to the cognitive environment as a new assumption.  On 
the other hand, in the context “P after all Q,” after all is opposite.  P is a 
conclusion and Q is the premise to conduct to P.  It guides the hearer to 
consider Q as an assumption that strengthens an existing assumption. 
 
(35) a. Ben is a New Zealander. So he loves rugby. 
b. Ben is a New Zealander. After all he loves rugby.    
(Blakemore 2002:33) 
 
Concerning the characteristics of the words with the procedural information, 
Blakemore (2002:83) says, “It is hard to paraphrase them.  If you ask a 
Native English speaker what but means, you will be told how to use it, not 
the paraphrase.” Moreover, “Discourse makers with procedural meanings do 
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not have the adverbs that mean the same things (Blakemore 2002:83-84).”   
 
4.3.2. Conceptual Information of However 
Blakemore (2002:83) states that the word with procedural information is 
difficult to be paraphrased.  According to Blakemore (2002:83), if you ask a 
native speaker of English what but means, you will be told how to use it.  
However seems to be different from but.  Quirk et al. (1985:641) suggests 
that however can be paraphrase as ‘HOWEVER TRUE THAT MAY BE.’   
 
(36) He didn’t like the food.  However, [However true that may be], he 
didn’t complain about it.           (Quirk et al. 1985:641) 
 
It means that however could have conceptual information but not procedural 
information. 
Halliday (1976:254-255) hypothesizes that DISMISSIVE expression is 
a generalized form of the adversative relation.  In any case, either way, 
whether…or not will be taken up as DISMISSIVE expression.  When the 
meaning is more generalized, unlimited possibility can be included.  The 
expression no matter what is classified into it.  It requires the premise that 
something precedes it.  Thus, ‘however that may be’ conveys the message 
that, whatever precedes it, it will be dismissed.  Then, it comes right down 
to change of topics.  Current adversative meaning of however was derived 
from the generalized meaning that, in fact, it has carried in the past.  
Halliday’s (1976:254-255) argument appears to support Quirk et al.’s 
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1985:641) suggestion.  
     I guess that dismissal however, ‘HOWEVER THAT MAY BE,’ started to be 
used as an adversative connective ‘HOWEVER TRUE THAT MAY BE’ by loosening 
in the history.  Wilson and Carston (2007:236-239) claims that there is a 
type of broadening called category extension.  Category extension refers to 
the case where the use of salient brand names (‘Hoover,’ ‘Xerox,’ 
‘Sellotape’) donates a broader category (vacuum cleaner, photocopier, sticky 
tape).  Wilson and Carston (2007:236) argue that “personal name 
(‘Chomsky,’ ‘Shakespeare’) and common noun both led themselves to 
category extension.”   
 
(37) a. Iraq is this generation’s Vietnam. 
    b. I don’t believe it—they’ve appointed another Chomsky. 
    c. Handguns are the new flick-knives. 
    d. Ironing is the new yoga.            (Wilson and Carston 2007:236) 
 
According to Wilson and Carston (2007:236), the example (37a) shows that 
Vietnam may be understood as conveying ad hoc concept.  The ad hoc 
concept represents the category of disastrous military interventions.  In 
(37b), Chomsky might be considered to convey as hoc concept which 
represents a broader category of forceful exponents of a particular approach 
to linguistics.  In (37c), ad hoc concept of flick-knives might represent the 
broader category of teenage weapons of choice.  The example (37d) shows 
ad hoc concept of yoga might represent the category of fashionable pastimes 
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for relieving stress. 
     Wilson and Carston (2007:236-239) examine only ad hoc concepts of 
nouns.  However, their analyses could be applied to the lexical change of 
however in the past.  The ad hoc concept will represent the broader category 
of reservation of inferences.  I suppose that ad hoc concepts of however 
were determined, depending on the manifestness.  We have already seen that 
the degree of manifestness is related to the interpretation in chapter 2 and 3.  
The manifestness seems to be the key to capture several readings.  In the 
original use, every possibility is reserved, so however would have been used 
only in the context where the manifestness of an assumption is weak.  Later, 
however would have begun to be used in the context where there is a 
manifest assumption or a weakly manifest one. 
     Wilson and Carston (2007:238-239) make an assertion that lexical 
adjustment may be used once and then forgotten, creating an ad hoc concept 
tied to a particular context that may never occur again.  However, some of 
these pragmatically constructed senses may be regularly and frequently used 
in the communicative interactions of a few people or a group.  The 
pragmatic process of concept construction becomes gradually more and more 
common, and eventually stabilizes as an extra lexical sense.  Moreover, Hall 
(2004:226) makes an interesting assertion: ‘if there’s any link between 
certain cognitive effects and connectives, it has to be more accidental and 
indirect than is suggested by an attempt at this kind of categorization.’  This 
comment could support my hypothesis. 
     By the way, Blakemore (1987, 2002) and Schourup (2005) argue that 
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however is directly related to elimination of the contradicting assumption.  I 
doubt that it is true.  Greenbaum (1969:65) alleges that ‘however express 
some reservation with respect to what has been mentioned previously.’  
Greenbaum (1969) does not explain what the word ‘reservation’ exactly 
means, but it might mean that the elimination of derived inference would not 
be encoded in the information of however.  I suppose that Hall’s (2004:226) 
observation on but  amounts to the same as my hypothesis on however.  
According to Hall (2004:226), ‘the main relevance, even in denial uses, lies 
not in contradiction and elimination of this assumption, but in getting the 
hearer to entertain the implicated premise and the fact that the state of affairs 
introduced by the but-clause is an exception, from which the cognitive 
effects of the utterance follow.’  I would like to argue that the conceptual 
information of however contributes to inference just indirectly.  The 
cognitive effects of the utterance are brought about as an incidental. 
On the basis of those observations, I would like to claim that the 
conceptual information of however, ‘HOWEVER TRUE THAT MAY BE,’ directs 
the hearer to accept the preceding content as the truth.  I assume that 
however does not contain procedural information of elimination of an 
assumption.  The conceptual information of however just guarantees a 
relevance to what precedes it through its meaning and a contradicting 
assumption will be manifest from it.  If however  has nothing to do with the 
elimination, how can the interpretation of denial of expectation be 
recognized?  As for the elimination of an existing assumption, Higashimori 
and Yoshimura (2003:17) states that the weaker information will be 
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eliminated when new and old information contradict each other.  For 
example, person B watch person A going out of the library with Russian 
books and then he has an assumption shown in (38). 
 
(38) A knows Russian.       (Higahimori and Yoshimura 2003:17) 
 
Several days later, person B hears person A saying ‘I wish I knew Russian.’  
As a result, person B understands that A does not know Russian.  The 
existing assumption that contradicts this new information will be eliminated 
and modified the cognitive environment.  The segment in which however 
appears conveys the speaker’s or the writer ’s argument and suggestion.  
Then, the information must be stronger than the existing assumption.  
Consequently, the assumption will be eliminated.  Contrastingly, as we have 
seen in chapter 2, but itself has procedural information of contradiction and 
elimination of an assumption. 
     Here, I would like to explain how conceptual information of however  
contributes to the interpretations.  The pronoun ‘that’ in ‘HOWEVER TRUE 
THAT MAY BE’ refers to the information conveyed by the previous explicit 
segment.  So, the affirmation of the content of the previous explicit segment 
is ensured by the conceptual information.  As we have seen in chapter 3, 
what the speaker or writer wants to say occurs in the segment containing 
however.    Thinking of the communicative purpose, the information must 
be stronger than the contradicting assumption.  As Higashimori and 
Yoshimura (2003:17) point out, the weaker information will be eliminated.  
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I will sum up contribution of the conceptual information of however below. 
 
(39) Contribution of Conceptual Information of However 
    a. Denial of Expectation 
However guarantees a relevance to the explicit content of the 
preceding segment and directs the readers/listeners to take it as truth.  
A contradicting assumption derived from what precedes it.  The 
segment which contains however conveys the speaker’s or writer ’s 
argument.  Accordingly, the information is stronger than the 
contradicting assumption, and then the latter will be eliminated. 
    b. Change of Topics/ Floor-Holding Device 
However guarantees a relevance to the explicit content of the 
preceding segment and affirms the content.  Unlimited possibilities 
emerge from the context, and they will be reserved because they are 
not manifest enough to be eliminated.   
 
I suppose that whether to eliminate or reserve something that emerges from 
the context is not determined by however per se. 
     The advantage of this alternative suggestion is that the conceptual 
information of however contains the speaker’s affirmation of the previous 
information and, therefore, the restriction on the context suggested by 
Blakemore (1987, 2002) and Schourup (2005) is not necessary.  The 
specified context for however is quoted in (40) again. 
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(40) However affirms the explicit content of the preceding segment and 
simultaneously helps the reader or listener to make an inference from 
what precedes it to a contradicting conclusion.  
 
Let us move on to how my alternative proposal works in accounting 
for two discourse functions explored by Lenk (1985): the signal of the end of 
digression (the return to the main topic, and the change of topics), and the 
introduction of interesting material about the main topic (Floor-Holding 
Device).   
Firstly, I will consider the return to the main topic.   
 
(41)a  does operational research  is it  is it  primarily concerned with 
questions of distribution-marketing 
b   indeed no --- operational research started --- by studies - of 
military problems --- one of the first exercises ever carried out -- took 
place during the war --- when -- that question   of  whether small 
boats should carry anti-aircraft guns - was considered --- these small 
boats had been equipped -- with anti-aircraft guns -- but they weren’t 
shooting down – any more enemy aircraft --- and therefore certain 
people concluded - that these guns   weren’t fulfilling their function 
--- however when the operation research man looked -- at the data 
more closely - he discovered that fewer boats were being sunk – in 
other word.       (Lenk 1998:109, quoted without irrelevant signs) 
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The function of return to the main topic is assumed to derive from the 
conceptual information of however, or ‘HOWEVER TRUE THAT MAY BE.’  I 
hypothesize that however guarantees a relevance to the explicit content of the 
preceding segment and affirms the content and simultaneously a 
contradiction conclusion comes up out of what precedes it.  Thinking of the 
conceptual information, new information should follow after however.  The 
natural extension should be that the speakers’ and authors’ ideas, opinions, 
points in dispute will be expressed after however.  
Based on the conceptual information of however, the hearer learns that 
the speaker admits the content that “the guns weren’t fulfilling their 
function” as truth.  In this context, an assumption like (42) becomes 
manifest from the segment prior to however. 
 
(42) If the guns weren’t fulfilling their function, many boats would be sunk. 
 
The wrong conclusion will be eliminated as it contradicts the information 
following however and the former is weaker than the latter.  The example is 
not problematic to Blakemore (2002) and Schourup (2005), since there is a 
manifest assumption. 
The second subject is about change of topics.  As we have already 





(43) When however is positioned initially, it is sometimes used in the spoken 
language to indicate that the speaker wishes to dismiss the topic he is 
dealing with as one that he does not want to pursue any further. 
(Quirk et al. 1972:674) 
 
How can this usage be captured by my alternative proposal?   
 
(44) C they all thought his name was funny you know 
b I suppose they’d never heard of him 
C no 
b no 
C but I made them take notes  it was an exercise in taking notes 
b ** 
C as much as anything  you know they couldn’t do that either 
however 
b ** 
C how’s Dan 
b   she’s splendid.  Blossoming  she’s getting a bit short of breath 
now because there’s only 
I suppose six weeks or so to go by   physically 
(Lenk 1998:120, quoted without unnecessary signs) 
 
Halliday’s (1976) argument could be a cue to answer the question.  There is, 
however, one thing that I disagree with Halliday (1976).  It is not clear what 
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Halliday (1976) means by ‘dismiss.’  If it means elimination, I doubt if it is 
true that however ‘dismisses’ whatever precedes it as Halliday (1976)  
postulates.  I think that neither reservation nor ‘dismissing’ would be 
encoded by however.  They would be yielded incidentally.  Remember that 
it is a precondition for elimination that a contradicting assumption should be 
manifest, as we have seen in chapter 2.  If an assumption to be eliminated is 
clear from the context, the interpretation will be adversative.  A 
contradicting assumption in the context will be eliminated because 
speaker’s/writer ’s opinion or suggestion is presented in the segment which 
has however and it is stronger than the wrong assumption.  If unlimited 
possibilities are reserved in the context, however will be taken as change of 
topics.  The unlimited possibilities cannot be deleted, for they are not 
considered to be manifest enough to be eliminated. 
The example below is classified into return to the main topic by Lenk 
(1998).   
 
(45) B but I’m which 
c dear me 
B didn’t sort of help you know and I did not sort of got on with anything 
very quickly because I felt lousy—and then now I have broken my 
best glasses so (laughs) 
c ((you’ve)) what 
B broken my best glasses. so it hasn’t been a very sort of successful 
(time) so yesterday I had to go up 
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c dear me 
B to the optician’s hoping to get tem back for Tuesday 
c [m] 
B I’m wearing some some old ones  you know  at the moment  well 
they’re not old but they’re  they’re not  very elegant. 
c yeah. 
B however  
c have you been stuck with any preparation for your college work 
B well I’ve been trying but [m] –((I’m awfully)) I haven’t really got on 
very fast {I must day}             
(Lenk 1998:114, quoted without irrelevant symbols for transcription) 
 
Lenk (1998) is right from the global-level perspective.  However, it seems 
to me that it is a kind of change of topics, since the topics are different 
between the segments before and after however.  This example will be 
captured in the same way.  There is no manifest assumption in this context, 
so Blakemore (2002) and Schourup (2005) will face difficulty.  In my 
proposal, unlimited possibilities are reserved in this example, and then it is 
not problematic. 
Thirdly, let us have a look at other problematic examples with 
Blakemore (2002) and Schourup (2005).  As you can see, in the following 
case, the material that follows however does not add contrastive aspect (Lenk 
1998:120).  The problem is that, in such cases, it is impossible to identify 
what is the assumption to be eliminated.  Here is an example of signaling an 
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upcoming interesting material about the main topic without contrast, which is 
classified into “Floor-Holding Device” by Lenk (1998).   
 
(46)B ((I mean)) he doesn’t realize he thinks this is high((er)) powered 
negotiation. in fact 
   A m. m. m. m. m. m.  
   B he’s making people sick  however  there was this but there was also 
the fact that he specifically mentioned.  [Peter] Harrington. you’ve 
met Harrington.                              (Lenk 1998:119) 
 
In this example, as Lenk (1985:119-120) says, it is clear that Mallett, the 
person who is the current topic of the conversation and the description of the 
unpleasant characteristics of Mallett is described before however.  After 
however, B starts to make another report about what Mallett had done, which 
immediately shifts into talk focusing on the person mentioned by Mallett. 
Following my alternative proposal, I would like to explain this 
example as follows.  However leads the listener to affirm the previous 
message, ‘he’s making people sick.’  In this context, no inference that ends 
in elimination is manifest.  Unlimited possibilities are reserved here.  It is 
not the introduction of a perfectly new topic, but it might not be a 
problematic to my proposal.  Before and after however, B is talking about 
Mallett, the person who is the current topic of the conversation.  However, 
if the main topic is, strictly speaking, about how disgusting Mallet is, it 
could be interpreted as a change of topic although a totally new topic does 
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not follow after however.  I suppose that however has nothing to do with 
introduction of the new topic, which occurs after the statement about what 
Mallett had done.  The scope of however cannot cover the segment ‘you’ve 
met Harrington.’  
Let me explain another example of signaling upcoming interesting 
material about the main topic without contrast. 
 
(47) B ((to)) take it 
    A has he   Mhm 
    B over in anyway.  ((but)) I think that it’s possible for us to have new 
links which don’t in any way cut out 
A Mhm 
    B old ones  however  this we’ll have to see  if not Imola 
    A m 
    B Cyprus-  which is once again I think.           (Lenk 1998:119) 
 
This example will be provided an explanation similarly.  The conceptual 
information of however makes the listener affirm the previous message, ‘it’s 
possible for us to have new links which don’t in any way cut out old ones.’  
Furthermore, we can no manifest assumption that contradicts what is said in 
the segment containing however.  As Lenk (1998:119) says, what follows 
after however looks like merely an attenuation of what had been said up to 
that time.  It is because the message ‘we’ll have to see if not Imola’ 
challenges B’s personal opinion mentioned before however is uttered.  In 
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this case, before and after however, the topic is the same.  It can be 
considered that unlimited possibilities are reserved by however. 
We have already seen that functions of however are the same in both 
spoken language and written language in chapter 3.  Now, we will have a 
look at an example of written language.  The article’s title is “Epidemics: 
Scientists to hunt down new viruses before they strike.” 
 
(48)This outbreak was attributed to a decision by pig farmers to plant fruit 
trees on their land to boost income. Fruit bats, which were subsequently 
found to carry Nipah, came to the trees for food, dropped excrement on 
pigs below and the disease was then transmitted to humans. 
However, the worst known outbreak caused by such viruses - known 
as zoonotic organisms - is the HIV/Aids epidemic. Tens of millions of 
people could die of the illness, which scientists believe was caused by a 
disease in chimps that was passed to humans in Cameroon in the 
Thirties.  
(The Observer, Sunday June 15 2008) 
 
Until however appears, several cases of conveying viruses from animals to 
humans are described.  The statement after however is about the worst case 
of all known outbreaks caused by such viruses.  Therefore, there is no 
contrast between the segments preceding and following however.  Moreover, 
both the segments preceding and following however are connected to the 
main topic.  The conceptual information of however shows that the author 
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admits the truth of the previous statement.  The reader will find unlimited 
possibilities derived from the segment preceding however.  Plus, the topic is 
the same before and after however.  Some might say that a possible 
contradicting assumption might be as follows. 
 
(49) if fruit bats, which were subsequently found to carry Nipah, came to the 
trees for food, dropped excrement on pigs below and the disease was 
then transmitted to humans, it is the worst thing. 
 
I am not sure about whether or not the assumption is manifest, but it is no 
problem.  That is because however can work to reserve unlimited 
possibilities if there is no manifest contradicting assumption. 
To sum up, if however is used in the context where an inference that 
ends in elimination is manifest, it will be considered to be adversative.  On 
the other hand, if however appears in the context where no specific inference 
that ends in elimination is manifest, it will be taken as change of topics when 
a new topic is introduced after however or signaling upcoming interesting 
material about the main topic when both the segments preceding and 
following however are related to the main topic.  In short, the interpretation 
of however can vary depending on the context, but the conceptual 
information does not change. 
 
4.4. Speculation on the Co-occurrence of But and However 
Now, I will demonstrate how my proposal can capture the co-occurrence of 
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but and however.  Before getting into the theme of this section, we have to 
reconfirm the function of but.  In chapter 2, I conclude that Iten’s (2005) 
proposal is the most persuasive.  Consequently, I will adopt Iten’s (2005) 
hypothesis on but for the speculation. 
 
(50) The functions of but 
What follows (Q) contradicts and eliminates an assumption that is 
manifest in the context.                           (Iten 2005:147) 
 
Let us get back to the main subject now.  I will pick up some 
examples from classic literature, transcripts, and modern literature, which 
are shown in section 4.2.  The example (4a) is repeated as (51).  It is a 
passage in classic literature. 
 
(51) When she was only fifteen, there was a gentleman at my brother 
Gardiner’s in town, so much in love with her, that my sister-in-law was 
sure he would make her an offer before we came away.  But however 
he did not.                (Jane Austen, Pride and Prejudice, 1813) 
 
Remember that but  does not require the reader/hearer to derive an assumption 
from the previous statement.  Assumptions should be manifest in the context.  
In this case, the previous sentence brings about an assumption like (53). 
 
(52) he should make her an offer. 
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The assumption (52) will be eliminated by the segment starting with but .  
On another front, however affirms the information conveyed before it appears.  
In this context, a contradicting assumption becomes manifest from what 
precedes however.   
 
(53)  If he is so much in love with a girl, he should make her an offer. 
 
The wrong conclusion in (53), will be eliminated since the information 
preceded by however is stronger than the assumption.  
The next one is a transcript.  The example (6) is recited as (54). 
 
(54) Dear Mr. McClintock, How long does one wait for a contractor? I 
understand the best are busy but I’ve waited for three months for this 
guy to start a project. His answering service is lousy, he leaves 
messages late, or on Friday afternoons or times when I’m not available. 
I don’t want to be blunt; but however , I tempted to tell him to either 
start the project (In the midst of Christmas season!) or forget it. 
(Washington Post; Thursday, December 1, 2005) 
 
The reader/hearer is not expected to derive an assumption from the previous 
statement by the procedural information of but.  The context causes the 
reader to have an assumption like (55).   
 
(55) I should not tell him to either start the project or forget it. 
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The inference will be eliminated because it contradicts what is said in the 
but-clause.  Then, let me explain how however contributes to the 
interpretation here.  The reader will learn from the conceptual information 
of however that the truth of the information prior to the appearance of 
however is guaranteed.  The contradicting conclusion derived from the 
previous segment will be eliminated because it is weaker than the message 
communicated by the segment where however appears. 
 
(56) If I don’t want to be blunt, I should not tell him to either start the 
project or forget it. 
 
The example from modern literature (10) is repeated as (57). 
 
(57) ‘I am afraid it is going to turn out a truly dirty night,’ said Jack. He 
stood up and in his sure-footed seaman’s way walked over to his 
barometer. ‘Yes,’ he said. ‘Dirtier than I had thought.’ He came back and 
gazed out at the darkness, full of rain and flying water from the ship’s 
bow-wave, more and more as she increased her way. ‘But, however,’ he 
went on, `I am most heartily glad to be at sea. 
(Blue at the Mizzen,  
by Patrick O’Brian, W. W. Norton & Co., 1999, p.4) 
 
An assumption to be eliminated must be manifest in the context where but is 
used.  In this context, an assumption like (58) will be inferred. 
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(58) I am not heartily glad to be at sea. 
 
The contradicting assumption will be eliminated.  Collaterally, the 
conceptual information of however requires the reader to understand that the 
previous information is true.  The conclusion of the derived assumption is 
wrong; therefore, it will be eliminated. 
 
(59) If it is dirtier than I had thought, I am not heartily glad to be at sea. 
 
In this section, I demonstrated why the co-occurrence of but and 
however can make the effect of emphatic endorsement rather than of 
tautology.   
 
4.5. On Co-occurrence of Although and However  
Araki (1992:333) and Quirk et.al. (1985) mention that however can be used 
along with although in order to strengthen the logical relationship. 
 
(60) Although she had tried her best, however, she failed.  
 
The co-occurrence of although and however also can be explained in the 
same way as the combination of but and however .  In other words, given 
that although encodes procedural information while however encodes 
conceptual information, it will be well explained. 
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In the example (60), however guarantees relevance between the 
proposition in the subordinate clause and the main one.  It is a different 
pattern from the examples which we have seen so far.  There is another 
example where however connects the clause including it to the other.  In 
(61), the relative adverb, when, grammatically connects the previous clause 
(I met him in the park) and the relative clause (we have no time to speak).  
By contrast, however is considered to suggest the connection through its 
meaning. 
 
(61) I met him in the park, when, however, we have no time to speak. 
                                   (Quirk and Greenbaum 1973:250) 
 
Now, let me introduce Iten’s (2005) hypothsis on although.  Iten 
(2005:180) does research on the function of although based on the Relevance 
Theory and alleges that although in utterances of the form Q although P/ 
although P, Q, encodes the following procedural information.   
 
(62) Suspend an inference from what follows (that is, P) to a conclusion that 
would have to be eliminated.                      (Iten 2005:186) 
 
The hypothesis is very similar to Hall’s (2004, 2005/2007) suggestion on but.  
The difference is that, according to Iten (2005), although  needs a contextual 
assumption that licenses an inference with undesirable result from P as well 
as an assumption to be eliminated. 
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     Iten (2005) demonstrates how the analysis applies to the example (63). 
 
(63)  Peter went out although it was raining.            (Iten 2005:180) 
 
Iten’s (2005:180) explanation is as follows: ‘the hearer first processes Q 
(Peter went out), then although indicates that there is an inference from P (it 
was raining) that has to be suspended because it would yield a conclusion 
that would have to be discarded.’  The contextual assumption here is that 
people don’t go if it rains.  It licenses an inference from IT WAS RAINING 
to PETERx DIDN’T GO OUT, which would obviously contradict the basic 
explicature of Q (Peter went out).  Iten (2005) thinks that although does not 
encode elimination.  In Iten (2005:180), it is hypothecated that the inferred 
conclusion would have to be eliminated because the contradicted assumption 
is explicitly communicated by the speaker’s utterance of Q.  In Relevance 
theory, effort of interpretation must be considered.  Iten (2005:180) alleges 
that the use of although saves the hearer the effort of inferring a conclusion 
that would have to be discarded again immediately since it contradicts a 
more manifest assumption. 
     Quirk et.al. (1985:644) finds a difference between though and yet. 
 
(64) a. Though (he is) poor, he is satisfied with his situation. 
    b. He is poor, yet he is satisfied with his situation. 
(Quirk et.al. 1985:644) 
 
 152 
‘The major difference is that [(64b)] states his poverty as a fact, whereas in 
[(64a)] his poverty is presupposed as a given assumption (Quirk et.al. 
1985:644).’  We will think of the function of yet in chapter 6. 
     Iten (2005:184) and Halliday and Hassan (1976) recognize that there is 
a difference between Q although P and although P, Q.  Iten (2005:184) 
remarks that two pairs of examples are given to show a difference in 
acceptability.  There was a tendency to prefer (65b) to (65a) and (66b) to 
(66a) if the intended interpretation corresponds roughly to indirect denial. 
 
(65) a. I need some fresh air although it’s raining. 
b. Although it’s raining, I need some fresh air.       (Iten 2005:184) 
(66) a. Bill is short although John is tall. 
b. Although John is tall, Bill is short.                     (ibid.) 
 
According to Halliday and Hassan (1976:252), the subordinate 
conjunction including although expresses different meaning, depending on 
the position, either before or after the main clause.  When the subordinate 
conjunction including although occurs before the main clause, it has the only 
one meaning, “in spite of.”  On the other hand, when the subordinate 
conjunction including although appears after the main clause, it means either 
“as against” or “in spite of.”  The example (67b) shows that it cannot mean 




(67) a. She failed, although she’s (sic) tried her best. 
b. Although she’s (sic) tried her best, she failed.  
(Halliday and Hassan 1976:252) 
(68) ?Although he’s got brains, he’s not exactly good-looking. 
(Halliday and Hassan 1976:252) 
 
Halliday and Hassan (1976) do not explain how the difference is caused.  In 
Iten’s (2005:184) opinion, this difference can be explained from the 
viewpoint of processing.  To meet the requirement of the procedural 
information of although, a hearer needs to access two assumptions so as to 
process the utterance smoothly along the lines indicated by although: 
 
(69) a. the assumption that would license the suspended inference; and 
   b. the assumption that would force the elimination of the inferred 
conclusion.                                  (Iten 2005:184) 
 
Iten (2005:184) mentions that ‘P provides the starting point for the 
suspended inference, while Q communicates the assumption that would 
eliminate the conclusion of the suspended inference.’  In Iten’s (2005:184) 
analysis, depending on which clause is presented first, the hearer will first 
access a candidate ‘eliminator’ assumption (in examples of the form Q 
although P) or a candidate for the suspended inference (in examples of the 
form although P, Q).   
     Iten (2005:184) takes up standard ‘concessive’ examples where there is 
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no noticeable difference in the processing effort that is required because of 
the different order of the clause. 
 
(70) a. Peter went out although it was raining.  
     b. Although it was raining, Peter went out.           (op.cit:185) 
 
Iten’s (2005:184) account is as follows.  The first clause in (69a) expresses 
a proposition (PETERX WENT OUT) that is an easily accessible candidate for 
the ‘eliminator’ assumption.  In (70b), the explicit proposition (IT WAS 
RAINING) in the first clause makes easily accessible a contextual assumption 
that licenses the suspended inference (namely, PEOPLE DON’T GO OUT WHEN 
IT’S RAINING.)  Thus, there is no difference in acceptability between them. 
     By contrast, in ‘adversative’ examples like (65), the difference in 
processing paths leads to a difference in processing effort, according to Iten 
(2005:185).  The example (65) is recited below. 
 
(65) a. I need some fresh air although it’s raining. 
b. Although it’s raining, I need some fresh air.      (Iten 2005:184) 
 
Iten (2005:184) states that in (65), the suspended inference is from P to the 
negation of an implicature of Q.  The utterances of (65a) and (65b) is most 
likely to be given in a scenario in which speaker and hearer are talking about 
whether or not to go for a walk.  The most likely interpretation of these 
utterances involves suspending the inference from P (it’s raining) to the 
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negation of the implicature of Q given in (71).   
 
(71) SPEAKERX WANTS TO GO FOR A WALK  implicature of Q   (op.cit:185) 
 
The assumption that combines with P to license this inference might be 
something like (72). 
 
(72) IF IT’S RAINING, X DOES NOT WANT TO DO FOR A WALK     (op.cit:185) 
 
Iten (2005:185) finds (64b) more acceptable than (64a).  In (64a), the hearer 
processes Q first.  Iten’s (2005:185) analysis on the reason for it is as 
follows.  Because he will just have processed the encoded meaning of Q (I 
need some fresh air), the proposition expressed by this clause will be highly 
accessible and it cannot be ruled out the he will consider first the hypothesis 
that this is the potential eliminator assumption.  There might be wrong 
inference from P (it’s raining) to the negation of the proposition of Q which 
is given in (73). 
 
(73) IF IT’S RAINING, X DOES NOT NEED FRESH AIR.          (Iten 2005:186) 
 
In short, the form Q although P can cause the listener a little trouble.   
     Let us go back to the example (60). 
 
(60) Although she had tried her best, however, she failed.  
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The suspended inference is from P (she had tried her best) to the negation of 
the proposition of Q. 
 
(74) IF SHE HAD TRIED HER BEST, SHE DID NOT FAIL. 
 
This inference is licensed by a contextual assumption such as (74). 
 
(75) IF PEOPLE TRY THEIR BEST, THEY DO NOT FAIL. 
 
The wrong conclusion should be eliminated because of the explicit 
proposition Q.  The conceptual information of however tells that the listener 
should affirm the previous message, ‘she had tried her best.’  In (74), an 
inference that ends in elimination is manifest, which is shown in (73).  The 
explicit massage conveyed by the segment containing however is stronger 
than the wrong conclusion.  For that reason, the elimination of the 
contradicting assumption accompanies. 
 
4.6. Concluding Remarks 
I demonstrated how my proposal accounts for the co-occurrence of but and 
however.  I reviewed the indication that, although other concessive 
conjunctive adverbs except however can come right after but, however cannot 
be placed just after the coordinate conjunction.  In reality, it is not always 
impossible that however at the beginning co-occurs with but.  I showed the 
result of a research on the number of tokens of both “But however” and 
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“But…however” to ascertain the lower acceptability of “But however.”  As a 
result, it will be shown that just positioning of however cannot cause the 
difference of the acceptability.  Instead, I suggest that but has procedural 
information as the previous studies and however has conceptual information. 
     The co-occurrence of although and however was also taken up as the 




On a Difference Caused by Positioning of However  
 
 
5.1 .  Introduct ion 
I t  i s  wel l  known that  the  posi t ioning of  however  i s  re la t ively f ree .   The 
examples  shown in  (1)  are  a l l  grammatical  sentences . 1  
 
(1)  a .  However ,  i t  runs  in to  problems wi th  extract ions  which s top in  the  
nearest  COMP. 
b .  I t ,  however ,  runs  into  problems wi th  ext ract ions  which s top in  the  
nearest  COMP. 
c .  I t  runs ,  however ,  in to  problems wi th  ext rac t ions  which s top in  the  
nearest  COMP. 
d .  I t  runs  in to  problems wi th  ext ract ions  which s top,  however ,  in  the  
nearest  COMP. 
e .  I t  runs  into  problems wi th  ext ract ions  which s top in  the  neares t  COMP,  
however .   
 
The example  (1)  shows that  the  posi t ion where  however  occurs  i s  ra ther  
unres t r ic ted .   Swan (2009:157)  says  that  however  emphasizes  the  fac t  tha t  
the  second point  contras ts  wi th the  f i rs t ,  but  can the  par t  to  be  emphasized 
                                                  
1  The  example  (1a)  i s  the  o r ig ina l  sen tence  and  I  changed  the  pos i t ion  of  however  
in  the  sen tence .   The  resu l t  o f  na t ive  check  i s  showed in  (1 ) .  
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be exact ly  the  same?  As  I  have  a lready indic ted  in  chapter  3 ,  both  
Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  only  analyze  sentence- in i t ia l  
however ,  so  we wi l l  consider  whether  the  posi t ioning of  however  can  make a  
di fference .  
     The fol lowing examples  show that  the  answer  i s  YES.   Those  
examples  are  provided by Quirk  e t  a l .  (1985:646) .   We can see  tha t  the  
acceptabi l i ty  i s  improved when however  i s  not  adjacent  to  but ,  al though  
however  cannot  be  placed jus t  af ter  the  coordinate conjunct ion.  
 
(2)  a  *You can phone the  doctor  i f  you l ike ,  but  however ,  I  very  much doubt  
whether  you wi l l  get  h im to  come out  on a  Saturday night .   
b .  ?You can phone the  doctor  i f  you l ike ,  but  I  very  much doubt ,  however ,  
whether  you wi l l  get  h im to  come out  on a  Saturday night .  
(Quirk  e t  a l .  1985:646)  
 
Also ,  an  informant ,  who shares  the  judgment  above,  says  (3a)  i s  far  
more  awkward than (13b) 2 .  
 
(3)  a .  ?  I ’m no cal l igrapher.   Are  you?  But ,  however ,  I  can  type  l ike  a  
demon.  
b .  I ’m no cal l igrapher.   Are  you?   But  I  can type  l ike  a  demon,  
however .   
 
                                                  
2  (3 )  i s  based  on  the  example  by  Schourup  (2005:92) .  
 
( i )  “ I ’m no  ca l l ig rapher.   Are  you?   However ,  I  can  type  l ike  a  demon.”  
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The example (3b) ,  where  however  does  not  fo l low r ight  af ter  but  i s  a lso  
awkward,  but  i t  i s  be t ter  than example  (3a) .   The informant  told  me that  the  
examples  in  (3)  were a  l i t t le  bi t  formal  and thus  “but ,  however”  is  not  good.   
The reason (3a)  i s  not  unacceptable  can be  expla ined by that ,  but  the  reason 
(3b)  i s  a  l i t t le  bet ter  cannot .  
One might  think that ,  s ince  but  and  however  a re  of  the  same type ,  they 
cannot  appear  in  the  same posi t ion because  i t  wi l l  be  too redundant .   In  the  
previous  chapter,  we have  a l ready confi rmed that  i t  i s  not  a lways  imposs ible  
that  however  a t  the  beginning co-occurs  wi th  but .   What  I  would  l ike  to  
focus  on in  th is  chapter  i s  why can (2b)  be  less  verbose  and more  acceptable  
than (2a) .   We wil l  th ink of  what  causes  the  di fference  of  acceptabi l i ty  
be tween the  sentence- in ternal  however  and the  sentence- ini t ia l  however .   
My presumption  i s  that  processing effor t  might  have something to  do wi th  
the  di fference of  acceptabi l i ty  in  (2)  and (3) ,  but  we need to  f ind  out  how.   
In  sect ion 5 .2 ,  I  wi l l  examine some previous  s tudies  on preferred posi t ion of  
however.   Then,  i t  wi l l  be  considered why however  in  sentence- internal  
posi t ion often  sounds  bet ter  than however  in  sentence- in i t ia l  posi t ion,  as  
some researchers  point  out .   An addi t ional  funct ion  of  however  will  be  
referred to  in  sect ion 5 .3 .   Garner  (1998)  observes  i t .   However,  Garner ’s  
(1998)  i s  not  perfect .   In  sect ion 5 .4 ,  I  wi l l  make a l ternat ive  proposal .   We 
wil l  see  a  remaining problem in  sect ion 5 .5 .   Sect ion 6  is  the  summary of  
this  chapter.  
 
5 .2 .  Preferred Posi t ion of  However   
Inoue ed.  (1960:544)  ment ions  that  however  i s  commonly posi t ioned in  the  
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middle  of  the  sentence  ra ther  than a t  the  beginning of  the  sentence .   St runk 
and White  (1979:48)  c la im that  however  “usual ly  serves  bet ter  when not  in  
the  f i rs t  posi t ion.”   Strunk and White  (1979:49)  g ive  an  example  that  
“sounds bet ter”  when however  i s  delayed:  
 
(4)  a .  The roads  were  a lmost  impassable .  However ,  we a t  las t  succeeded in  
reaching the  camp.  
b .  The roads  were  a lmost  impassable .  At  las t ,  however ,  we succeeded in  
reaching the  camp.                  (Strunk and White  1979:49)  
 
Garner  (1998:342)  a lso  ment ions  tha t  however  in  the  sentence  in i t ia l  posi t ion  
i s  not  preferable .   According to  Garner  (1998:342) ,  but  i s  be t ter  than 
however  a t  the  beginning of  a  sentence—that  i s  not  because  however  i s  
wrong a t  the  beginning but  because  the  three-syl lable  word fol lowed by a  
comma “is  a  ponderous  way of  in t roducing a  contras t .”   Besides ,  Wilson 
(1993)  a lso  ment ions  that  i t  i s  somet imes more  graceful  la ter  in  the  sentence .  
However,  Berube e t  a l .  (1996:19)  s ta tes  on  however  beginning a  
sentence  as  fo l lows:  Some people  say  you should  never  begin  a  sentence  wi th 
however  when i t  means “never theless”  or  “on the  other  hand.”   They are  
probably  in  the  minori ty.  
 
(5)  Sai l ing in  rough weather  can be  very  unpleasant .  However ,  we found i t  
exci t ing .                                (Berube e t  a l .  1996:19)  
 
Berube e t  a l .  (1996:19)  asked the  usage  panel is ts  i f  they  observed this  ru le .   
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The resul ts  were  that  thi r ty-s ix  percent  sa id  “usual ly  or  a lways ,”  19 percent  
sa id  “somet imes,”  and 42 percent  sa id  “rare ly  or  never.”  
Concerning preferable  posi t ioning of  however ,  Berube et  a l .  (1996)  
has  a  d i fferent  opinion f rom Strunk and White  (1979)  and Garner  (1998) .   
Anyway,  i t  i s  observed in  the  previous  s tudies  that  however  in  the  middle  of  
a  sentence  is  more  preferable  than however  a t  the  beginning of  a  sentence .   
The invest igat ion by Berube e t  a l .  (1996)  shows only  that  however  in  
sentence- ini t ia l  pos i t ion  can be  seen in  rea l i ty,  the  probabi l i ty  of  which is  
some 60 percent ,  a l though some dic t ionar ies  say that  i t  i s  something to  
avoid.  
In  order  to  confi rm i f  i t  i s  t rue ,  I  conducted a  s imple  survey.   
Gather ing examples  of  however ,  I  found the  fact  that ,  in  spoken language,  
however  tends  to  be  used in  sentence- ini t ia l  pos i t ion.   Let  us  take  a  look at  
the  resul t .   Concerning l i te rary s tyle ,  I  counted the  number  of  usage of  
however  in  a  sc ience  ar t ic le  of  TIME,  Apri l  28 ,  2003.  p5-20,  and Schourup 
(2005)  pp83-111.   The resul t  i s  as  fo l lows.  
 
Figure  1  
 Sen tence - In i t i a l  
Pos i t i on  
In  the  Midd le  Sen tence -F ina l  
Pos i t i on  
An  a r t i c l e  In  TIME 0 2 1 
Schourup  (2005)  4  5  0  
To ta l  4  7  1  
 
As to  col loquia l  s ty le ,  I  numbered usage of  however  in  three  scr ipts  of  
Engl ish  Journal  October  2003,  February 2004,  and Apri l  2004.   The resul t  i s  
showed below.  
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Figure  2  
 Sen t en ce - In i t i a l  Po s i t ion  In  th e  Midd le  Sen t en ce -F in a l  Po s i t io n
1 1 0 0 
2 1 0 0 
3 1 1 0 
Total  3  1  0  
1 :  October  2003  pp4-89   2 :   February  2004  pp4-81   3 :  Apr i l  2004  pp4-103  
 
Based on the  resul ts  above,  i t  can  be  said  tha t  however  has  a  tendency to  be  
placed a t  the  beginning of  the  sentence in  spoken language.  
     I t  i s  of ten said that  however  tends to  be  used in  formal  wri t ings .   
Biber  e t .a l .  (1999:560-562)  does  research on the  groups of  the  most  common 
adverbs  by semant ic  domain in  Bri t ish  Engl ish  and American Engl ish  
conversat ion and in  academic prose;  occurrences  per  mi l l ion  words .   In  
Biber  e t .a l .  (1999:562) ,  i t  i s  shown that  however  can be  found mainly  in  
academic  prose .   The f requency is  c lear ly  di fferent .  
Also,  Biber  e t .a l .  (1999:784)  shows percentage in  the  semant ic  
ca tegor ies ,  cause/ reason,  concess ive ,  purpose ,  resul t  and condi t ion,  in  
conversat ion,  f ic t ion,  news,  and academic  prose ,  respect ively.   I t  i s  shown 
that  percentage of  concess ive  in  conversat ion  i s  much lower  than in  the  other  
cases .    
Now, I  wi l l  show the  resul ts  of  invest igat ion on the f requency of  
however  in  the  in i t ia l  posi t ion of  a  sentence in  wri t ings .   The f requency in  
use  of  i t  i s  less  than 60 % in  fac t .  3    
 
                                                  
3  My academic  adv isor  Mr.  Nakamoto  gave  th i s  use fu l  comment  and  the  resu l t s  o f  
research  concern ing  the  f requency  o f  usage  of  however  in  the  in i t i a l  pos i t ion .  
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1.  Timesonl ine .co .uk 
At  t he  beg inn ing   
o f  the  sen t ence  
In  the  midd le  o r  a t  the  end  
o f  the  sen t ence  
To ta l  
 
% 
105 74 179 58.65 
2 .  Guardian 
At  t he  beg inn ing   
o f  the  sen t ence  
In  the  midd le  o r  a t  the  end  
o f  the  sen t ence  
To ta l  
 
% 
94 92 186 50.53 
3 .  Washington Post  
At  t he  beg inn ing   
o f  the  sen t ence  
In  the  midd le  o r  a t  the  end  
o f  the  sen t ence  
To ta l  
 
% 
89 87 176 50.56 
4 .  Chicago Sun-Times  
At  t he  beg inn ing   
o f  the  sen t ence  
In  the  midd le  o r  a t  the  end  
o f  the  sen t ence  
To ta l  
 
% 
91 100 191 47.64 
Table  1  
 
The average frequency of  use  was  51.84 %.   From these  resul ts ,  the  
probabi l i ty  of  however  in  sentence- ini t ia l  posi t ion can be  said to  be  
f i f ty-f i f ty,  roughly  speaking.   
     We wi l l  th ink about  what  k ind of  factor  i s  re la ted  to  the  posi t ioning of  
however  
 
5.3 .  A Sentence-Internal  However  
Although there  is  a  d isagreement  on the  second res t r ic t ion between them,  
Blakemore (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  have proven that  however  has  the  
constra int  on context  se lect ion that  but  does  not  have.   However,  the  object  
of  thei r  research is  jus t  l imi ted to  however  in  sentence- ini t ia l  posi t ion .   
They don’t  capture  the  whole  funct ions  of  however .   As  Schourup 
(2005:107)  ment ions ,  “ the  posi t ioning of  however  may i t se l f  affec t  pragmat ic  
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interpreta t ion  of  the  hos t  ut terance .”   Thus ,  the  funct ion of  however  in  
sentence- internal  pos i t ion is  open to  argument .   In  5 .3 .1 ,  I  wi l l  c r i t ica l ly  
review Garner ’s  (1998)  analys is  on however  in  sentence- internal  posi t ion.   
Problemat ic  examples  to  Garner  (1998)  wi l l  be  shown in  5 .3 .2 .  
 
5.3 .1 .  Garner (1998)  
Garner  (1998)  c la ims that  however  in  the  middle  of  a  sentence  has  a  d i fferent  
funct ion  f rom that  of  ini t ia l  however .   I  wi l l  sum up Garner ’s  (1998)  
argument  as  below.  
 
(6)  however in  the  middle  of  the  sentence  has  a  funct ion of  indicat ing that  a  
par t  of  the  previous  const i tu tes  is  emphasized and what  are  the  
cont rasted  e lements .  
 
Garner  (1998)  takes  up the  examples  below and expla ins  as  fo l lows.    
 
(7)  a.  Jane,  however ,  wasn’t  able  to  make the t r ip .  
  b.  Jane wasn’t  able ,  however ,  to  make the  t r ip .    （Garner  1998:343）  
 
Garner  (1998)  s ta tes  tha t ,  in  (7a) ,  however  emphasizes  ‘Jane ,’ and the  
interpreta t ion  of  the  sentence i s  ‘Jane ,  unl ike  others ,  had to  miss  the  t r ip . ’  
In  (7b) ,  however  emphasizes  ‘wasn’t  able , ’ and the in terpreta t ion of  the  
sentence is  ‘Jane,  who had been hoping to  go,  had to  miss  the  t r ip . ’  
     Garner  (1998)  would analyze (8)  in  a  s imilar  vein .   (The emphases  
and i ta l ics  in  the  examples  be low are  the  author ’s .   In  the  res t  of  this  
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chapter,  they are  the  author ’s  unless  there  is  a  not ice . )  
 
(8)  Anime has  par t icular ly  captured the  minds of  American youth .  A decade 
ago ,  no  Japanese  anime ranked in  the  Top 10 chi ldren’s  programming in  
the  Uni ted  Sta tes .  Today ,  however ,  “Yu-Gi-Oh!”  ranks  No.  3  whi le  
“Pokemon” c locks  in  a t  No.  6 ,  according to  Nielsen ra t ings .  
(The Washington Post ;  Monday,  December  6 ,  2004)  
 
In  (8) ,  however  emphasizes  ‘ today,’ and this  par t  can be  in terpreted  as  
‘unl ike  the  s i tua t ion a  decade  ago.’  In  other  words ,  however  s t rengthens  the 
di fference  between ‘a  decade ago’ and ‘ today.’  
     Bel l  (2004)  g ives  a  s imi lar  observat ion to  Garner  (1998)  in  the  
analys is  on the  funct ion of  on the  other  hand .   According to  Bel l  
(2004:2180) ,  contras t ive  non-corre la t ive  “on the  o ther  hand” is  more  l ikely  
to  appear  in  the  post -subject  NP medial  posi t ion.  
 
(9)  Bour ieu gives  more  credence to  c lass  s t ructure ,  and hence,  ca tegor ies  of  
percept ion and apprecia t ion are  largely  determined by one’s  c lass  
posi t ion.   Giddens ,  on the other hand ,  v iews individuals  as  being more  
autonomous,  or  less  res t r ic ted by thei r  c lad  posi t ions .  (Sociology of  
Heal th  and I l lness )                             (Bel l  2004:2180)  
 
Bel l ’s  (2004:2180)  explanat ion on the  example  above is  as  fo l lows:  
two par t icular  e lements  are  being compared and non-corre la t ive  “on the  other  
hand” opera tes  as  a  focus  marker  in  the  pos t -subject  NP posi t ion to  h ighl ight  
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the  preceding NP as  the  i tem that  i s  being compared to  an  equivalent  i tem in  
the  pr ior  d iscourse .   Bel l  (2004:2180)  argues  that  non-corre la t ive  “on the  
other  hand” which appears  af ter  subject  NP has  scope over  the  preceding NP,  
whi le  sentence  ini t ia l  non-corre la t ive  “on the  other  hand” has  scope over  the  
preceding discourse .   The di fference  between them is  tha t  ‘ in  rea l  t ime 
process ing,  sentence in i t ia l  non-corre la t ive  “on the  other  hand” does  a l low 
for  the  possib i l i ty  tha t  the  contrast  may be  made wi thin  the  topics  of  Bourieu 
as  wel l  as  by a  change of  topics .   Post-subject  non-correla t ive  “on the  other  
hand” res t r ic ts  those  poss ibi l i t ies  by changing the  topic  to  Giddens  (Bel l  
2004:2180) . ’  Bel l  (2004:2180)  remarks  that  the  la t ter  case  s ignals  that  
Giddens  are  to  be  cont rasted  wi th  equivalent  i tems (Bourieu)  in  the  pr ior  
discourse .   Post-subject  non-corre la t ive  “on the  other  hand” i s  not  
acceptable  in  the  fol lowing example ,  s ince the  focus  making funct ion is  not  
achieved (Bel l  2004:2180) .  
 
(10)Mary’s  aunt  Adela ide  can’t  s tand horseracing.  ?Adelaide ,  on the        
other hand ,  loves  greyhound racing.             (Bel l  2004:2180)  
 
In  addi t ion to  that ,  Bel l  (2004:2181)  a l leges  that  “on the  other  hand” 
can funct ion as  a  cancel la t ive  marker  s imi lar  to  but ,  however,  though,  s t i l l  
and yet ,  a l l  of  which provide  an ins t ruct ion as  to  what  aspect  of  informat ion 
i s  dr ivable  f rom the  pr ior  discourse ,  e i ther  g lobal ly  or  local ly,  i s  to  be  




(11)  The main disappointment  i s  in  the  area  of  imaginat ive  involvement .   Mr.  
Domingo passes  up some great  oppor tuni t ies  in  h is  metronomiic  reading 
of  the  “Vestale”  excerpt  and his  re la t ive  fa i lure  to  take  advantage  of  the  
a tmospher ic  beginning the  conductor  Eugene Kohn and the  Ambrosian  
s ingers  g ive him in the  “At t i la”  rec i ta t ive .   On the other hand ,  h is  
beaut i fu l  enuncia t ion of  cer ta in  l ines  of  text  provides  gl impses  of  
character.  (New York Times )                      (Bel l  2004:2181)  
 
According to  Bel l  (2004:2180) ,  ‘ the  hands’ are  unders tandable  as  
negat ive  and posi t ive  evaluat ions  of  Placido Domino’s  performance.   “On 
the  o ther  hand” ‘s ignals  that  the  overwhelmingly  negat ive  pr ior  evaluat ion i s  
to  be  par t ly  canceled or  mit igated  (Bel l  2004:2181) .”  
     Bel l  (2004:2182)  ment ions  that  the  key to  dis t inct ion  between 
cont rast ive  and cancel la t ive  “on the  o ther  hand” is  the  speaker ’s  s tance  
toward the  e lements  compared.   In  example  (9) ,  that  s tance i s  neut ral ,  whi le  
in  example  (11)  the  speaker ’s  s tance  is  evaluat ive .    
     Bel l  (2004:2182)  indicates  that  however in  post -subject  NP posi t ion  
(but  not  in  sentence  ini t ia l  pos i t ion)  could subst i tu te  for  “on the  other  hand” 
in  example  (11)  wi thout  changing the  speaker ’s  neutra l  s tance .   This  
suggests  that  however,  l ike  “on the  other  hand,”  can funct ion as  a  focus  
marker,  and in  such contexts  escape i t s  core  cancel la t ive  meaning.  
 
5.3 .2 .  Problems with Garner (1998)  
A Problem with  Garner  (1998)  and Bel l  (2004)  i s  tha t  there  are  not  a lways  
expl ic i t  contras ts .    In  (8) ,  the  contrasted  e lements  are  expl ic i t .   However,  
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I  would  l ike  to  point  out  tha t  i t  i s  not  a lways  the  case .    
 
(12)  Liberal  feminism has  demanded greater  individual  r ights  for  women.  
Socia l  feminism has  demanded greater  socia l  obl igat ions,  especia l ly  for  
men.  For  reasons  that  have to  do with  our  economic sys tem,  as  wel l  as  
our  pol i t ica l  h is tory,  l ibera l  feminism has  enjoyed re la t ively  more  
success  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  than in the  more  t radi t ional  socie t ies  of  
Europe.  I t s  very  success  has  contr ibuted to  a  d i lemma.  Women know they 
can benef i t  economical ly  by becoming achievers  ra ther  than caregivers .  
They also ,  know,  however ,  tha t  i f  a l l  women adopt  this  s t ra tegy,  socie ty 
as  a  whole  wi l l  become or iented more  toward achievement  than care .  
(The Invis ib le  Heart :  Economics  and Family  Values .  
By Nancy Folbre ,  The New Press ,  2001.  p .4)  
(13)  Mr Blai r  del ibera te ly  avoided making the  vote  on ter ror ism a  confidence  
issue  because  the  plan  to  deta in  suspects  for  up to  90 days  was  not  
inc luded in  the  e lec t ion manifes to.  
But  he bel ieves  that  wi th  educat ion a  subs tant ia l  par t  of  the  
government  programme,  there  would be  no way to  avoid  a  confidence  
vote  i f  he  los t .  
Mr Blair ,  however ,  has  to ld  c lose  col leagues ,  including Gordon 
Brown,  that  he  i s  not  engaged on a  kamikaze miss ion,  ready to  go down 
to  defeat  on educat ion or  o ther  publ ic  service  reform rather  than g ive  
way.                             (The Times :  November  17,  2005)  
 
In  (12) ,  there  are  no e lements  to  be  contras ted  wi th  ‘ they a lso ,  know’ in  the  
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preceding context .   In  (13) ,  ‘Mr Bla i r, ’ which is  fo l lowed by however ,  i s  not  
contras ted expl ic i t ly  wi th  anybody e lse .  
I t  i s  a  preposi t ional  phrase  in  (14) ,  a  verb  in  imperat ive  mood in  (15) ,  
and a  subordinate  conjunct ion ‘ i f ’ in  (16)  that  are  fo l lowed by however  
respect ive ly.   No i tems to  be  contras ted  wi th  them were  int roduced in  the  
preceding context .  
 
(14)  Mr.  Mart in ,  in  a  Canadian te levis ion in terview on Monday,  said  he  would 
push Ms.  Rice  to  resolve  the  i ssue .  “When we have a  d isagreement  wi th  
the  Americans ,”  he  sa id ,  “ i t  i s  not  f r iendship that  should get  in  the  way 
of  point ing out  to  them that  f r iends  l ive  up to  their  agreements .”  
Ms.  Rice  sa id ,  “We would l ike to  ge t  th is  resolved.”  
Behind al l  of  this ,  however ,  off ic ia ls  acknowledge that  the  
American decis ion to  ignore  Canada’s  legal  vic tor ies  plays  di rect ly  into 
the  Canadian convic t ion that  the  Uni ted Sta tes  s imply does  not  care  what  
Canada th inks .              (The New York  Times ;  October  25,  2005)  
(15)  The Uni ted Sta tes ,  Europe and Japan const i tu te  about  ha l f  the  global  
economy.  Their  recess ions  would hur t  the  Asian,  Lat in  American and 
Afr ican countr ies  that  expor t  to  them.  Markets  interconnect ;  weakness  
spreads .  I t ’s  gr im.  
Note ,  however ,  that  the  dol lar ’s  vulnerabi l i ty  i s  a  symptom of  
something e lse :  the  addic t ion of  Europe and Asia  to  export ing to  the  




(16)  The I raqis  are  a  proud people  but ,  unl ike  in  Afghanis tan ,  they are  a lso  
wel l -educated  and have massive  oi l  reserves  that  give  them the  prospect  
of  economic se l f-suff ic iency.  However  del ighted they might  be  to  be  
re l ieved of  Saddam’s  tyranny,  they fee l  humil ia ted by fore ign occupat ion,  
and they should not  be  expected to  be  any less  ant i -American than the  
res t  of  the  Arab world .  
I f  the  Americans  ignore  these  sens i t ivi t ies  then the  insurgents ,  
wi th  Saddam out  of  the  way,  wi l l  seem even more  l ike  f reedom f ighters  
to  ordinary  I raqis .  If ,  however ,  the  Americans  respond generously  and 
use  these  events  to  jus t i fy  an  even ear l ier  depar ture  of  occupying forces ,  
the  diss idents  wi l l  quickly  lose  any popular  suppor t .  
(The Guardian ;  Monday December  15,  2003)  
 
One might  t ry  to  save Garner ’s  (1998)  account  by  saying that  contras t  
may or  may not  be  expl ic i t . 4   Thus ,  in  (12) ,  “ they (= women)  a lso  know” is  
impl ic i t ly  cont ras ted  with  “men do not  know”;  in  (13) ,  Mr  Blai r  is  tac i t ly  
compared wi th o ther  pol i t ic ians;  in  (14) ,  the  wri ter  takes  into  considerat ion  
the  s i tuat ion “behind other  condi t ions .”   The aff i rmat ive  imperat ive  “note”  
in  (15)  would be  contras ted with a  negat ive  impera t ive  “do not  note” .   In  
(16) ,  emphasis  i s  put  on hypothet ica l  “ i f .”   The s i tuat ion expressed by 
i f -c lause  i s  cont ras ted  wi th the  i f -c lause  in  the  preceding sentence .  
This  theory,  however,  does  not  hold .   In  (12) ,  i t  dose  not  mat ter  
whether  or  not  men know that  “ i f  a l l  women adopt  th is  s t ra tegy,  socie ty  as  a  
whole  wi l l  become or iented more  toward achievement  than care”;  what  i s  
                                                  
4  See  Ota  (2004)  fo r  th i s  l ine  o f  though t .  
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important  i s  that  women know that .   Mr Blai r  in  (13)  i s  compared wi th no 
one in  the  context ;  the  i ssue  i s  what  he  wi l l  do  and not  what  another  
pol i t ic ian  would  do.   The example  (13)  could be  the  evidence  tha t  however  
does  not  have the  same focus  funct ion as  “on the  o ther  hand.”   In  (14) ,  
o ther  s i tuat ions  than “al l  of  th is”  are  out  of  quest ion,  s ince  “al l  of  th is”  i s  a  
presupposed condi t ion.   Emphasis  in  (15)  i s  not  la id  on  the  main  verb but  on  
the  content  of  the  subordinate  c lause .   S imi lar ly,  what  i s  cont ras ted in  (16)  
i s  not  ‘ i f ’ wi th  another  conjunct ive ,  but  the  hypothet ica l  s i tuat ions  expressed 
by two i f -c lauses  in  the  paragraph.  
More  interest ing  are  const ruct ions  with  exple t ives  fol lowed by 
however  in  that  explet ives  have  no lexical  content  by def ini t ion  so  that  they 
cannot  be  contras ted in  any sense .   One might  think “ there  is  /  a re ,”  tha t  i s ,  
the  express ion of  exis tence  is  emphasized in  the  sentence including however .   
However,  emphasis  in  (17)  and (18)  i s  not  la id  on the  exis tence  i t se l f ,  but  on 
the  exis tence of  “ important  cases”  or  “a  dis t inct ion.”    
 
(17)  Jus t ice  Kennedy seems poised to  be  the  cour t ’s  crucia l  vote  in  cases  
involving gay r ights ,  the  government  taking of  pr ivate  proper ty  and 
aspects  of  the  death penal ty.  
There are ,  however ,  several  important  cases  in  which Just ice  
Ali to’s  replacement  of  Jus t ice  O’Connor  wi l l  put  him in  the  spot l ight .   





(18)  Si r,  The Government’s  dr ive  to  ra ise  the  amount  of  t ime devoted to  
physical  educat ion and spor t  ( repor ts  and leading ar t ic le ,  November  25)  
i s  welcome.  One cannot  argue wi th any in i t ia t ive  a imed a t  ra is ing 
act iv i ty  levels  amongst  chi ldren and young people .  
There is ,  however ,  a  d is t inct ion between PE and spor t .  PE is  
provided for  a l l  pupi ls ,  whereas  spor t  tends  to  descr ibe  chi ldren’s  
ac t ivi t ies  before ,  dur ing (breaks)  and af ter  school .  
(The Times ;  November  27,  2004)  
 
Fur thermore,  s ince  however  can be  between there  would  and a  verb  as  shown 
in  (19) ,  and s ince  however  can be  inser ted between there  and a  verb as  you 
can see  in  (20) ,  what  precedes  the  adverb  cannot  be  an ‘express ion of  
exis tence  or  appearance .’ Last ly,  the  express ion “ there  i s  /  a re”  does  not  
necessar i ly  guarantee  the  ‘presence’ of  something or  someone,  as  seen in  
(21) .   
 
(19)  We are  merging the  pas t  and the  present .”  Dawes  added tha t  the  main 
object ive  was  “cul tura l  evolut ion,  not  cul ture  shock”.  
He sa id  that  some of  the  opera’s  most  famous par ts  would be  lef t  
in tact .  There would ,  however ,  be  a  rap  vers ion of  the  ar ia  Soave s ia  i l  
vento  (May the  wind be gent le) ,  one  of  Mozar t ’s  most  renowned 





(20)  He grudged the  t ime los t  between Piccadi l ly  and his  o ld  haunt  a t  the  
Slaughters , ’ whi ther  he  drove fa i thful ly.  Long years  had passed s ince  he  
saw i t  las t ,  s ince  he and George,  as  young men,  had enjoyed many a  feas t ,  
and held  many a  revel  there .  He had now passed into  the  s tage  of  
o ld-fe l low-hood.  His  hai r  was  gr izz led,  and many a  pass ion and feel ing 
of  h is  youth had grown grey in  tha t  interval .  There ,  however ,  s tood the  
old  wai ter  a t  the  door,  in  the  same greasy black sui t ,  wi th  the  same 
double  chin  and f laccid  face ,  wi th  the  same huge bunch of  seals  a t  h is  
fob,  ra t t l ing his  money in his  pockets  as  before ,  and receiving the Major  
as  i f  he  had gone away only  a  week ago.  
(Vani ty  Fair ,  Chapter  LVIII :  Our  Fr iend the  Major,  
by Wil l iam Makepeace Thackeray)  
(21)  There  i s  genera l  agreement  that  spl in ter ing the  nat ional  labor  federat ion 
has  large  impl ica t ions  for  employer-employee re la t ions  and the  s t rength 
of  the  Democrat ic  Par ty,  which depends  heavi ly  on unions  for  money and 
organiz ing power.  There is ,  however ,  no  consensus  on the  speci f ic  
impact  of  labor ’s  d issolut ion.  
(The Washington Post ;  Tuesday,  July  26,  2005)  
 
Exple t ive  i t  a lso  can be  fol lowed by however ,  as  shown in  (22)  and (23) .    
 
(22)  Whatever  the  a i lment ,  i t  does  not  seem to  affec t  Holdsclaw’s  mobi l i ty.  It  
would ,  however ,  seem to  prevent  her  from root ing her  teammates  on 
f rom the  bench.             (The Washington Post ;  September  3 ,  2004)  
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(23)  An assessment  by Defra  exper ts  three  weeks  ago concluded:  
“Pre l iminary discussions  indicate  tha t  there  i s  not  much re l iable  
informat ion on bird migrat ion or  mixing with in Afr ica .  It  i s  however  
reasonable  to  expect  that  b i rds  wi l l  fo l low es tabl ished routes :  that  i s ,  
b i rds  that  have migra ted  to  east  Afr ica  wi l l  re turn  over  eas tern  Europe to  
thei r  breeding grounds  in  southern  Siber ia ,  whi le  the  bi rds  f rom west  
Afr ica  wi l l  re turn  over  the  Medi teranean bas in  to  thei r  breeding grounds 
in  nor th  Russia .                   (The Guardian :  February 9 ,  2006)  
 
We showed in  this  sect ion  that  Garner ’s  (1998)  proposal  tha t  a  par t  of  
the  const i tuents  fo l lowed by however  i s  emphasized and contras ted  does  not  
hold  good.   But  then how can his  example  (7)  be  accounted for?   
 
5.4 .  A Hypothesis  
In  the  previous  sect ion,  we found a  par t  of  the  const i tuents  fol lowed by 
however  i s  not  necessar i ly  emphasized and cont rasted .   Unl ike  Garner  
(1998) ,  Greenbaum (1969:65)  jus t  says  that  ‘ the  posi t ioning of  however  may 
focus the  uni t  be ing contras ted. ’  Al though Greenbuam (1969)  takes  up the  
fol lowing example ,  which uni t  i s  contras ted  and focused is  not  c lear ly  
explained.  
 
(24)  Those  who owned cars  wi thout  safe ty harness  were  a lways  about  to  have  
i t  f i t ted .   Those  wi th  safe ty  harness ,  however ,  admit ted  tha t  they did  
not  a lways  use  i t .                            (Greenbaum 1969:65)  
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So,  I  would l ike  to  make i t  c lear  in  this  sect ion .   My proposal  i s  tha t  
the  fol lowing hypothesis  should  be  added to  the  conceptual  informat ion of  
however .    
 
(25)  However  in  sentence- internal  posi t ion emphasizes  the  par t  which is  
c losely  connected to contradict ion.  
 
In  o ther  words,  however  p lays  a  role  of  showing expl ic i t ly  const i tuents  tha t  
are  subjects  for  a  contras t  or  contradic t ion.   In  short ,  by posi t ioning 
however  d i fferent ly,  the  author  gives  a  hint  to  f ind out  a  cont radict ing 
assumpt ion.   I  suppose  tha t  ‘when a  sentence  opens  with  however,  the  s t ress  
i s  agains t  [contras t  wi th]  a l l  that  fol lows i t ’ l ike  but ,  as  Copperud 
(1980:185)  indicates .   Also,  when however  appears  a t  the  end of  the  
sentence ,  emphasis  i s  on the  whole  sentence .  
In  speech,  i t  seems that  there  is  a  tendency for  however  to  be  
posi t ioned in  sentence- in i t ia l  posi t ion as  we have seen in  sect ion 5 .2 .   That  
may be  because  there  are  other  effec t ive  ways:  in tonat ion and s t ress .   Biber  
e t .a l .  (1999:897)  says  that  ‘ in  any c lause  there  i s  normally  a t  leas t  one point  
of  focus ,  which is  re la ted  in  speech to  the  place  where  nuclear  
in tonat ion/s t ress  would fal l ,  and whichever  c lause  e lement  includes  this  
point  thereby gains  some prominence  or  emphasis . ’  I  suppose  that ,  in  
wri t ings ,  the  posi t ioning of  however  helps  readers  to  f ind out  the  informat ion 




5.4 .1 .  Analysis  on ‘but…however ’  
In  chapter  4 ,  I  expla ined the  case  where  however  fo l lows r ight  af ter  but .   In  
this  sect ion,  we wi l l  consider  the  remaining problem, that  i s ,  why the  
co-occurrence of  but  and however  i s  bet ter  when however  i s  posi t ioned in  the  
middle  of  the  sentence  than when i t  comes r ight  af ter  but .   We have a l ready 
examined the  funct ion of  but  in  chapter  2 ,  and then I ten’s  (2005)  hypothesis  
wi l l  be  adopted here .  
 
(26)The funct ions  of  but  
What  fol lows (Q)  cont radic ts  and e l iminates  an assumpt ion that  i s  
manifes t  in  the  context .                          ( I ten  2005:147)  
(27)  Contr ibut ion of  Conceptual  Informat ion of  However  
    a .  Denial  of  Expecta t ion 
However  guarantees  a  re levance  to  the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  
preceding segment  and direc ts  the  readers / l i s teners  to  take  i t  as  t ru th .   
A contradic t ing assumpt ion der ived from what  precedes i t .   The  
segment  which contains  however  conveys  the  speaker ’s  or  wri ter ’s  
argument .   Accordingly,  the  informat ion is  s t ronger  than the 
contradic t ing assumption,  and then the la t ter  wi l l  be  e l iminated .  
    b .  Change of  Topics /  Floor-Holding Device  
However  guarantees  a  re levance to  the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  
preceding segment  and aff i rms the  content .   Unl imited poss ibi l i t ies  
emerge f rom the  context ,  and they wil l  be  reserved because they are  
not  manifes t  enough to  be  e l iminated.    
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     Now, le t  us  begin  wi th  the  example  (28) .   (The wavy l ines ,  under l ines  
and emphases  are  the  author ’s .   In  the  res t  of  th is  sect ion,  they are  the  
author ’s  as  long as  there  i s  no not ice . )  
 
(28)  The chief  diplomat ic  and mi l i ta ry  off icers  of  th is  Government  a l l  were  
ins t ructed to  fol low the  same course .  And s ince  that  n ight  on March 31,  
each of  the  candidates  has  had di ffer ing ideas  about  the  Government’s  
pol icy,  but  genera l ly  speaking,  however ,  throughout  the  campaign we 
have been able  to  present  a  uni ted voice ,  support ing our  Government  
and suppor t ing our  men in  Vietnam. 
(November  1 ,  1968,  Text  of  Pres ident  Johnson’s  Broadcas t  to  the  Nat ion 
Announcing a  Bombing Hal t .  Fol lowing is  a  t ranscr ipt  of  President  
Johnson’s  address  to  the  nat ion las t  n ight  as  recorded by The New York 
Times )  
 
From the  previous  segment ,  s ince  that  n ight  on March 31,  each of  the  
candidates  has  had di ffer ing ideas  about  the  Government’s  pol icy,  an 
assumpt ion l ike  (29)  becomes  manifes t .   Then,  what  fo l lows but  contradic ts  
and e l iminates  the  assumpt ion.    
 
(29)  Throughout  the  campaign,  we have not  been able  to  present  a  uni ted  
voice ,  suppor t ing our  Government  and suppor t ing our  men in  Vie tnam.  
 
On the  other  hand,  however  helps  the  reader  to  f ind where  there  i s  a  
contradic t ion.   As you can see ,  the  phrase ,  general ly  speaking ,  i s  not  
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re la ted  to  the  contradic t ion.   Unl ike  but ,  however  a ff i rms the  content  of  the  
previous  segment ,  and an assumption ar ises  f rom i t .   The message conveyed 
by the  segment  conta ining however  i s  what  the  speaker  to  communicate .   As  
a  resul t ,  the  cont radic ted assumpt ion wil l  be  denied because i t  i s  weaker  
informat ion.  
     Let  us  go on to  the  next  example .   I t  i s  quoted f rom Washington Post .  
 
(30)  U.S.  SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE HOLDS A HEARING ON THE 
NOMINATION OF JOHN ROBERTS TO BE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE 
SUPREME COURT   
(snip)  
HATCH: OK. 
Now, the  chai rman and ranking member  have ra ised some important  
i ssues ,  and I  may turn  to  some of  them shor t ly.  But  I  be l ieve ,  however ,  
that  we should s tar t  wi th f i rs t  pr inc iples  before  explor ing how those  
pr inciples  should  be  appl ied.  (Transcr ipt :  Day Two of  the  Roberts  
Confi rmat ion Hear ings)  
                      (Washington Post ;  Tuesday,  September  13,  2005)  
 
In  this  context ,  an assumpt ion l ike  (31)  would  be  manifes t  to  the  hearer.  
 
(31)  we should  s tar t  wi th  explor ing how those  pr inciples  should  be  appl ied .  
 
I t  wi l l  be  e l iminated s ince i t  cont radic ts  what  fol lows but .   However  a ff i rms 
that  the  content  of  the  previous  segment  i s  t rue .   Then,  the  assumpt ion (31)  
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becomes manifes t  in  the context .   Since what  fol lows however  expresses  the  
speaker ’s  asser t ion and therefore  is  s t rong informat ion.   Incidenta l ly,  the  
contradic t ing assumption wi l l  be  e l iminated s ince  i t  i s  weaker  informat ion.   
Whether  ‘ I  be l ieve’ or  not  i s  not  re la ted  to  the  cont radict ion .   So i t  seems 
that  however  narrows down the  scope of  the  contradic t ion.  
In  some ar t ic les ,  ‘but…however ’ can be  found,  too.   The example  (13)  
i s  c i ted  f rom The New York  Times .  
 
(32)  THIS t ruth- te l l ing has  not  a lways endeared him to Indians .  India’s  
newspapers  may be  f i l led  wi th  outraged revela t ions  about  c iv ic  
ineff ic iency and corrupt ion.  India’s  se l f -accusat ions  may of ten be  as  
harsh  as  any Mr.  Naipaul  has  made.  But  there  i s ,  however,  a  tac i t  
agreement  that  th is  i s  not  for  outs ide  d isseminat ion,  tha t  Western  
s tereotypes  of  India  as  a  backward country  should  not  be  pandered to .  
Thus  Mr.  Naipaul  i s  regarded as  the  outs ider  wi th  inside  informat ion,  the  
man who betrays .  Lonely  then,  but  unassai lable ,  Mr.  Naipaul  gazes  into  
every  shadowy corner  of  the  socie ty,  giving us  a  pic ture  tha t  i s  both 
harsh  and beaut i fu l ,  famil iar  and s t range.  
(The New York Times ;  December  30,  1990)  
 
From the  previous  context ,  an  assumption (33)  wi l l  be  manifes t .    
 
(33)  there  i s  a  tac i t  agreement  tha t  this  i s  for  outs ide disseminat ion,  that  
Western  s tereotypes  of  India  as  a  backward country  should not  be  
pandered to .  
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What  fo l lows but  e l iminates  the  contradic t ing  assumpt ion.   In  cont ras t ,  the  
content  of  the  previous  segment  i s  a ff i rmed by however.   The assumpt ion 
(33)  wi l l  be  der ived from i t .   The  author ’s  view is  expressed by the  segment  
containing however.   Accordingly,  the  informat ion i s  s t ronger  than the 
contradic t ing assumpt ion.   As  a  resul t ,  the  e l iminat ion of  the  wrong 
assumpt ion accompanies .   However  emphasizes  what  k ind of  tac i t  agreement  
there  is  by the  posi t ioning.  
Let  us  think of  the  next  example.  
 
(34)  Of  course  a  s ingle ,  hast i ly  const ruc ted s ta t is t ica l  model  i s  inadequate  to  
prove the  exis tence  or  es t imate  the  t rue  impact  of  Li t t le  Mo on ear ly  
pr imary vot ing.  Other  models  us ing di fferent  or  more  highly ref ined 
var iables  might  produce di fferent  resul ts .  But i t ’s  in teres t ing,  however ,  
to  note  that  o ther  researchers  have detected somewhat  s imi lar  effects .  
Pol i t ica l  sc ient is t  Larry  Bar te ls ,  who l i tera l ly  wrote  the  book on 
pol i t ica l  momentum,  argued in  the  late  1980s  that  many voters  use  a  
s imple  winner / loser  calculat ion to  decide which candidate  to  support  in  
pr imaries .  He cal led  them “s t ra tegic  voters .”  Signi f icant ly,  these  voters  
wi l l  suppor t  a  winner  even i f  i t  somet imes  means  holding thei r  noses  and 
vot ing for  a  candidate  they don’t  par t icular ly  l ike .  
(Washington Post ;  Pol l ing Director ;  Monday,  January 31,  2000)  
 
In  the  context ,  an  assumpt ion l ike  (35)  wi l l  be  manifes t .    
 
(35)  other  researchers  have  detec ted  di fferent  effects .  
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The assumpt ion wi l l  be  e l iminated by what  fol lows but .   However  he lps  the  
reader  to  f ind the  contradic t ion by narrowing down.   Whether  ‘ i t  i s  
interes t ing’ or  not  i s  not  re la ted  to  the  contradic t ion.   The assumpt ion (35)  
wi l l  emerge  from the  aff i rmed content  of  the  previous  segment .   The  
segment  where  however  appears ,  conveys  the  author ’s  a l legat ion,  and thus  
the  informat ion is  more  impor tant  than the  fa lse  assumpt ion.   For  that  
reason,  the  reader  should  e l iminate  the  assumpt ion.  
     In  the  fol lowing example ,  however  i s  pos i t ioned a t  the  end of  the  
sentence .  
 
(36)  The Sovie ts  created a  second sa te l l i te  sys tem in  the  la te  1980s  –  th is  
one  in  geos ta t ionary orbi t ,  meaning that  these  sate l l i tes  remain f ixed in  
one place  above the  Ear th’s  sur face .  Two of  these  are  s t i l l  funct ioning,  
Podvig  sa id ,  wi th  one s i ted  to  cover  some of  the  gaps  in  the  or iginal  
ar ray of  sa te l l i te .  
But gaps  remain,  however .  
(Washington Post ;  Wednesday,  February 10,  1999)  
 
What  fo l lows but  e l iminates  an  assumpt ion l ike  (37) ,  which wi l l  become 
manifes t  to  the  reader  in  the  context .  
 
(37)  gaps  do not  remain.  
 
On the  o ther  hand,  the  conceptual  informat ion of  however  guarantees  a  
re levance  to  the  previous segment .   The assumption der ived from the  
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previous  segment  cont radicts  the  informat ion in  the  segment  which has  
however .   The  segment  wi th  however  expresses  the  speaker ’s /author ’s  
content ion.   Consequent ly,  the  informat ion should  be  s t ronger  than the 
contradic t ing assumpt ion,  so  the  assumpt ion wi l l  be  e l iminated.   However  
emphasizes  the  whole  sentence  l ike  sentence- in i t ia l  however .   Since  
however  i s  adequately far  f rom but ,  there  i s  less  fr ic t ion between but  and  
however .  
     Let  us  take  a  look at  the  fo l lowing example ,  where  however  appears  
af ter  the  subject .  
 
(38)The Dis t r ic t  has  i t s  k i l lers ,  as  cr i t ics  love to  note ,  ignor ing the  s teady 
decl ine  in  homicide  v ic t ims and the  improved arres t  s ta t i s t ics .  And,  yes ,  
one murder  i s  too many.  
But our  c i ty,  however ,  hasn’t  had anything l ike  Wichi ta’s  BTK murderer  
(b ind,  tor ture ,  k i l l )  who ter ror ized that  c i ty  for  30 years .  
(Washington Post ;  Saturday,  March 12,  2005)  
 
But  guides  the  reader  to  e l iminate  an assumpt ion l ike  (39)  becomes manifes t  
in  the  context .  
 
(39)Our  c i ty  has  had something l ike  Wichi ta’s  BTK murderer  (b ind,  tor ture ,  
ki l l )  who ter ror ized tha t  c i ty  for  30 years .  
 
Meanwhile ,  however  a ff i rms the  content  of  the  previous  segment .   The 
reader  wi l l  der ive  an assumption f rom i t .   Because  the  speaker ’s /author ’s  
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contesta t ion is  declared in  the  c lause  where  however  occurs ,  the  informat ion  
is  s t ronger  than the incorrec t  assumpt ion.   Then,  the  contradic t ing 
assumption wi l l  be  dele ted.   Besides ,  however  emphasizes  the  predicate ,  
hasn’t  had anything l ike  Wichi ta’s  BTK murderer  (b ind,  tor ture ,  k i l l )  who 
terrorized that  c i ty  for  30 years .  
     In  the  next  example ,  however  appears  af ter  emphat ic  ‘do. ’  
 
(40)Other  s tudies ,  most  notably  by AAA, have found dogs  to  be  the  
overwhelming choice  of  animal  t ravel  companions ,  compris ing near ly  80 
percent  of  pets  on t r ips  (15 percent  are  cats ,  and the  remainder  inc lude  
bi rds ,  f i sh ,  ferre ts  and rabbi ts ) .  
Starwood was  sold on the  growing indust ry  t rend but  d id ,  however ,  se t  a  
per-dog weight  l imi t  of  40 pounds  a t  West in  hote ls  and 80 pounds a t  
Sheraton and W hote ls .    (Washington Post ;  Sunday,  October  12,  2003)  
 
An assumpt ion such as  (40)  wi l l  become manifes t  in  the  context  and what  
fol lows  but  e l iminates  i t .  
 
(40)  Starwood did  not  se t  a  per-dog weight  l imi t  a t  any hote ls .  
 
At  the  same t ime,  the conceptual  informat ion and the posi t ioning of  however  
helps  the  reader  to  f ind the  assumpt ion that  should  be  der ived f rom aff i rmed 
content  of  the  previous  c lause.   The informat ion emphasized by however  i s  
s t ronger  than the  contradic t ing assumption.   So,  i t  wi l l  be  dele ted.  
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(41)At  the  Is lamic Scholars  Union,  the  mul lahs  to ld me tha t  thei r  count rymen 
had accepted the  Saudi  mosques  for  a  s imple  reason - -  they couldn’t  
afford  to  bui ld  thei r  own.  But  Mul lah  Talat  Mant iq  bi t te r ly  pointed out  
that  in  the  years  before  the  es tabl ishment  of  the  U.N.  Oi l  for  Food 
Program in  1996,  when people  in  the  region were s tarving,  the  Saudis  
were  bui lding mosques  - -  but  were  not ,  however ,  donat ing food,  c lo thing 
or  medic ine .              (Washington Post ;  Sunday,  August  11,  2002)  
 
But  guides  the  reader  to  e l iminate  a  contradic t ing assumpt ion which i s  
manifes t  in  the  context .   In  this  case ,  an  assumption in  (42)  wi l l  be  manifes t  
f rom the  previous  context .    
 
(42)  The Saudis  were  donat ing food,  c lo thing or  medic ine .  
 
In  the  meant ime,  however  emphasizes  what  they did  not  donat ing,  tha t  i s ,  
food,  c lo thing or  medicine .   The content  of  previous  c lause  i s  aff i rmed by 
however ,  and the  reader  der ives  an assumpt ion from i t .   The assumption wi l l  
be  denied by the  informat ion in  the  segment  containing however .    
However  in  the  fo l lowing example  appears  between ‘has’ and pas t  







(43)  Prevent ion i s  therefore  a l l - impor tant .  This  i s  what  jus t i f ies  the  drast ic  
cont ingency plans  now being drawn up by the  World Heal th  Organisa t ion 
and the  cos t  of  measures  a l ready taken by worr ied  governments .  Br i ta in  
has  not  yet  ordered poul t ry  to  be  brought  indoors  — a s tep  that  would  be  
very  cost ly  for  organic  farmers ,  whose  birds  would  lose  thei r  f ree-range 
s ta tus .  These  now account  for  27 percent  of  to ta l  egg product ion.  But  i t  
has ,  however ,  a l ready taken other  s teps  that  are  sens ible .  
(The Times :  August  23,  2005)  
 
In  the  context ,  an  assumpt ion (44)  wi l l  be  manifest  to  the  reader.  
 
(44)  i t  has  not  ye t  taken other  s teps  that  a re  sensible .  
 
What  fol lows but  contradic ts  and e l iminates  the  assumpt ion.   However  
a ff i rms the  content  of  the  previous  sentence ,  and the  reader  der ives  an  
assumpt ion from i t .   The sentence  in  which however  appears  conveys  the  
author ’s  asser t ing.   Since  the  informat ion is  s t ronger  than the  wrong 
assumption,  the  assumption wil l  be  e l iminated .   However  emphasizes  the  
under l ined par t ,  already taken other  s teps  that  are  sensible .  
 
(45)  Whether  Arirang can provide  new momentum for  engagement ,  or  a t t rac t  
more  tour is t  bucks ,  remains  to  be seen.  But  for  now, however ,  i t  i s  par ty  
t ime -  a t  least  in  the  surrea l  c i ty  tha t  i s  Pyongyang.  
(The Guardian ;  Fr iday May 17,  2002)  
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The previous  context  makes an assumption manifes t  to  the  reader.  
 
(46)   I t  i s  not  a lways  vigorous  in  Pyongyang.  
 
What  fo l lows but  wi l l  e l iminate  the  contradic t ing assumpt ion.   On the  other  
hand,  the  conceptual  informat ion of  however  te l l s  the  reader  tha t  the  content  
of  the  previous  segment  i s  t rue .   From the  aff i rmed segment ,  the  assumpt ion 
(46)  wi l l  emerge .   However  emphasizes  what  fo l lows i t .   What  fo l lows 
however conveys  s t ronger  informat ion than the  cont radict ing assumpt ion .   
Hence,  the  reader  wi l l  e l iminate  the  assumpt ion.   I t  seems that  the  phrase ,  
‘ for  now’ is  less  important  in  the  contradic t ion .  
     As  we have  seen so  far,  the  informat ion encoded by but  and  however  i s  
di fferent  and therefore  each funct ions  in  a  di fferent  way.   Besides ,  however  
works as  an  emphasizer.   I f  however  appears  in  the  sentence- internal  
posi t ion,  par t  of  the  c lause  or  sentence  wi l l  be  emphasized.   The 
sentence- ini t ia l  and sentence  end however  emphasizes  the  whole  c lause  or  
sentence .  
 
5.5 .  A Remaining Problem 
I t  was  shown in  the  sect ion 5 .3  that  Garner ’s  (1998)  proposal  that  a  par t  of  
the  const i tuents  fo l lowed by however  i s  emphasized and cont ras ted  is  not  
necessar i ly  effect ive .   Garner  (1998) ,  Bel l  (2004) ,  and Greenbaum (1969)  
c la im that  the  posi t ioning of  however  i s  re la ted  to  focus ,  but  are  there  any 
l inkages  between the  informat ion s t ructure  and the posi t ioning?   I  pos tula te  
that  however  funct ions  as  an emphasizer,  but  addi t ional  research is  
 188 
necessary.    
     At  a  rough est imate ,  there  are  l ike ly  to  be  s ix  cases  in  the  pos i t ioning 
of  however .   They are  cases  where  however  occurs  r ight  before  or  af ter  a  
cont ras t ive  topic / theme,  cases  where  however  occurs  r ight  before  or  af ter  a  
non-contrast ive  topic / theme,  and cases  where  i t  comes before  or  af ter  a  focus .   
These  examples  wi l l  be  presented below.  
Fi rs t ly,  we wi l l  see  three  cases  where  a  (contras t ive)  topic / theme is  an  
adjunct  and two cases  where  i t  i s  a  subject .   A (contrast ive)  topic / theme is  
underscored wi th  a  wavy l ine  and a  focused par t  i s  surrounded wi th  a  square .   
The examples  (47)  to  (51)  are  cases  of  however  a t  the  beginning of  the  
sentence ,  whi le  the  examples  (52)  to  (56)  are  cases  of  however  in  the  
sentence- internal  pos i t ion.   (The wavy l ines  and squares  are  the  author ’s .   
In  the  res t  of  th is  sect ion,  they are  the  author ’s  i f  there  i s  no not ice .   The  
wavy l ines  indicate  a  theme/ topic  and squares  show a  focus. )    
 
(47)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (1)  
And then there’s  a  fan f rom Midlothian,  Va. ,  who goes  by the  name 
RedskinDan0557 on the  Extremeskins .com forum l is t .  Responding to  a  
repor ter ’s  quest ion about  supers t i t ions,  he  wrote :  “My wife  has  to  fo ld  
laundry (her  choice ,  by the  way,  she  is  d iehard)  in  our  bedroom whi le  
watching the  game.  Every game that  she  has  done this ,  the  Redskins  have  
won.”  
However ,  yes terday agains t  the  Seat t le  Seahawks ,  none of  i t  worked .  
The Redskins  los t ,  20-10.         (Washington Post ;  January  15,  2006)  
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Let’s  take  a  look a t  the  next  example ,  where  a  topic / theme is  an  
adjunct .    
 
(48)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (2)  
The lesson of  years  of  combat t ing terror ism is  that  i t  cannot  be  solved  
by the  means  used to  f ight  convent ional  wars .  Persuasion of  s ta tes  which 
suppor t  ter ror is ts  can be  helped by the  appl ica t ion of  economic ,  
d iplomat ic  and somet imes  mi l i tary  force .  However ,  in  a  fa i led  s ta te ,  the  
not ional  government  may not  be  able  to  do anything useful  even under  
the  most  extreme pressure .         (The Guardian ;  September  18,  2001)  
 
Now, we wi l l  take  a  look a t  another  example  of  the  case  where  however  
appears  r ight  before  a  contras t ive  topic  /  theme.   
 
(49)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (3)  
For  those  incl ined to  be l ieve  the  wors t  about  the  greed and venal i ty  of  
mul t ina t ional  corporat ions ,  many rea l  examples  of  labor  abuses  can be  
found that  correspond to  the  predominant  negat ive  images .  However ,  for  
anyone who actual ly  has  t raveled to  China ,  v is i ted  the  operat ions  of  
Western  companies ,  and spoken wi th  Western  managers  and Chinese  
workers ,  i t  i s  abundant ly  obvious  that  these  images  do not  jus t ly  
represent  the  complete  s tory  of  Western  business  in  China .  
(Prof i ts  and Principles:  Global  Capi tal ism and Human Rights  in  China  
By Michael  A.  Santoro ,  Cornel l  Univers i ty  Press ,  p .3)  
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In  the  fo l lowing example  (50) ,  a  contras t ive  topic / theme is  a  subject .   In  
example  (51) ,  a  contras t ive  topic / theme is  a  subjec t  as  the  example  (50) .  
 
(50)   A Contrast ive Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (1)  
Has  the  const i tut ion been f inal ized?  
In  theory,  yes .  Five  mi l l ion copies  of  an ear ly  version of  the  draft  
const i tu t ion,  af ter  severa l  delays ,  were  dis t r ibuted to  I raqis  in  ear ly  
October  a long with  thei r  ra t ion cards .  However ,  the  f inal  text  of  the  
document  i s  s t i l l  a  work in  progress ,  says  Nathan Brown,  senior  
associa te  wi th the  Carnegie  Endowment  for  In ternat ional  Peace .  
(The New York Times ;  October  6 ,  2005)  
(51)  A  Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (2)  
Among Tory voters ,  Mr  Cameron’s  suppor t  as  the  potent ia l  bes t  leader  
i s  up f rom 3 to  33 per  cent ,  where  he  is  level  pegging wi th  Mr Clarke,  
whose ra t ing has  dropped by 22 points  s ince  ear ly  September.  
However ,  Mr Davis  has  made no real  headway,  boost ing his  ra t ing 
by jus t  four  points  to  12 per  cent .  
(The Times ;  October  11,  2005)  
 
     Here  are  cases  of  however  in  the  middle  of  a  sentence.   In  the  example  
(52) ,  however  comes  af ter  a  contras t ive  topic .   A (contrast ive)  topic/ theme 
is  underscored with  a  wavy l ine  and a  focused par t  i s  surrounded wi th  a  




(52)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (1)   
This  chapter  explores  the  connect ions  between mascul in i ty,  feminini ty,  
se l f - in teres t ,  and care  for  others .  In  the  Uni ted Sta tes  today,  men and 
women have equal  r ights  before  the  law.  With  respect  to  the  care  of  
chi ldren and other  dependents ,  however ,  our  cul tura l  norms s t i l l  re f lec t  
greater  expecta t ions  for  women than for  men .  
(The Invis ib le  Heart :  Economics  and Family  Values .  
By Nancy Folbre ,  The New Press ,  2001.  p .4)  
 
The next  example  i s  par t  of  the  ar t ic le  ent i t led “Bargain schools  br ing 
fees  down - - -Pupi ls  are  be ing wooed from establ i shed pr ivate  schools  by new 
f i rms offer ing discounts .”   
 
(53)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (2)  
    Average pr ivate  school  fees  are  £7,668 a  year,  s l ight ly  h igher  for  
secondary schools  and lower  for  preparatory schools .  Top schools ,  
however ,  can charge inf in i te ly  more  — St  Paul’s  boys’ school  in  London 
charges  £13,500 for  day pupi ls ,  Westminster  more  than £15,000 and 
Winchester  an  eye-water ing £21,000-plus .  
This  year  parents  could  take  some comfort  f rom the  lowest  average  
fee  increase  in  s ix  years ,  5 .8%.  The year  before,  however ,  the  r i se  was  
9 .6% .                           (The Sunday Times ;  May 29,  2005)  
 
Let’s  look a t  the  next  example  (54) ,  a  cont ras t ive  topic/ theme is  a  
subject .   
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(54)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (1)  
Jane ,  however ,  wasn’t  able  to  make the t r ip .       （Garner  1998:343）  
 
In  the  next  example  (55) ,  a  contras t ive  topic / theme is  a  subject  as  (54) ,  
but  i t  i s  a  pronoun.   In  (56) ,  however  appears  r ight  af ter  the  subject ,  which 
is  not  a  pronoun.  
 
(55)A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (2)  
MANY have argued that  Hamas’s  winning of  a  decis ive  major i ty  in  the  
Pales t in ian Par l iament  provides  yet  another  se tback for  peace  and 
democracy in  the  Middle  Eas t .  Some have even suggested that  i t  
v indicates  Israel i  uni la tera l ism.  I ,  however ,  th ink the  opposi te  i s  t rue :  A 
negot ia ted and las t ing peace may now be c loser  than many of  us  could 
have imagined jus t  weeks  ago.    (The New York Times ;  March 1 ,  2006)  
(56)  A Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (3)  
Af ter  s igning his  autograph in  the  book,  Last  Post ,  the  Final  Word from 
Our Firs t  World  War Soldiers ,  by  Max Arthur,  Mr Stone,  a  winner  of  12 
medals ,  was  asked what  the  secret  was  behind his  ext raordinary  
longevi ty.  He said :  “A contented mind,  c lean l iv ing and t rus t  in  the  
Lord.”  
Mr Al l ingham,  however ,  had a  d i fferent  explanat ion for  h is  long  
l i fe .  He declared wi th  a  gr in :  “I t ’s  down to  c igaret tes ,  whisky and wi ld ,  
wi ld women.”                      (The Times ;  November  10,  2005)  
 
Secondly,  the  fo l lowing examples  (57)  to  (64)  are  the  cases  of  a  
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non-contras t ive  Topic/Theme.   Let  us  s tar t  off  by looking a t  the  fol lowing 
example .   However  in  (57)  and (58)  appears  before  the  subordinate  c lause .    
 
(57)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (1) :  Adjuncts  p lay  a  role  
of  a  s imple  “scene-set ter.”  
WHEN George Osborne was  f ly ing across  the  At lant ic  on Tuesday,  the  
p i lo t  made a  l i t t le  announcement :  “Happy Valent ine’s  Day to  everyone,”  
he  sa id ,  “especia l ly  to  Reg,  our  chief  s teward,  who has  been wi th  h is  
par tner,  Bob,  for  20 years  now.”  
The passengers ,  inc luding Mr Osborne,  applauded.  However ,  when 
the Shadow Chancel lor  la ter  descr ibed this  “sweet  moment”  to  a  
Republ ican Congressman,  he  sa id  that  there  was a  “ra ther  horr i f ied”  
react ion  to  this  casual  acceptance of  a  gay re la t ionship .  
(The Times ;  February 17,  2006)  
(58)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (2)  
Germany,  wi th  i t s  Nazi  past ,  i s  especial ly  sensi t ive  to  possible  
v iola t ions  of  c iv i l  r ights  or  abuses  of  pol ice  power.  
However ,  s ince the  revelat ion  tha t  Hamburg was  the  s i te  of  the  Al  
Qaeda cel l  mainly  responsible  for  carrying out  the  September  11th  
a t tacks  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes ,  Germany has  carr ied  out  regular  
survei l lance and invest igat ions  of  Is lamic  groups .  
(The New York Times ;  July  27,  2005)  
 
A pronoun fol lows af ter  however  in  th is  case .   
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(59)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (1)  
As  his  own publ isher,  Vassa  kept  the  book 's  ent i re  and considerable  
prof i t .  By February  1792,  he  was  able  to  lend today 's  equivalent  of  
$35,000 and could  afford  to  lose  i t  when the  debtor  defaul ted .  He a lso  
rout inely  subscr ibed to  ant is lavery  wri t ings  of  o ther  authors .  However ,  
he  died in  London on March 31,  1797,  10 years  before  England  
abol ished the  s lave  t rade .      (The Washington Post ;  February 1 ,  2006)  
 
In  this  example,  however  i s  fo l lowed by a  proper  name which i s  the  subject .    
 
(60)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (2)  
Far  more  than want ing smokers  to  s tub their  fags  out ,  I  want  the  i l l ibera l  
l ibera ls  now running heal th  pol icy  to  but t  out  of  people’s  personal  habi ts .  
This  week,  an  unapologet ic  Tony Blair  made clear  tha t  he  wi l l  use  the  
dodgy in te l l igence on ETS to  launch a  war  agains t  smoking in  publ ic .  
However ,  Mr Blai r  i s  s t i l l  too  sof t  on smokers  for  some tas tes ;  one  
leading medical  journal  wants  h im to ban tobacco al together.  
                             (The Times ;  October  16,  2004)  
 
Now,  we wi l l  see  some examples  where  however  appears  r ight  af ter  a  
non-contrast ive  Topic  and Theme.   In  the  examples  (61)  and (62) ,  however  





(61)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (1)  
On Thursday the  f ront - runner  tacked back to  the  center,  promis ing to  
negot ia te  wi th Mr.  Sharon af ter  the  e lec t ions  and re i tera t ing his  
wi l l ingness  to  " implement"  the  road map "complete ly."  To do that ,  
however ,  Mr.  Abbas  wi l l  have to  persuade  Palest inians  to  abandon the  
hoary s logans  and maximal is t  demands that  he  has  jus t  been shout ing - -  
and disarm the  mi l i tants  who have been f i r ing sa lutes  in  h is  honor.  
(The Washington Post ;  January 8 ,  2005)  
(62)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  Adjunct  (2)  
In  the  2000 Republ ican pr imar ies ,  he  was  widely  bel ieved to  have been 
behind the  smear  campaign agains t  John McCain in  the  crucia l  South  
Carol ina  contest .  
For  a l l  the  a l legat ions ,  however ,  Mr Rove 's  f ingerpr in ts  have rare ly  
been found on any of  the  backroom manoeuvres  that  have brought  h im  
and Mr Bush to  the  White  House .      (The Guardian ;  October  2 ,  2003)  
 
The examples  (63)  and (64)  shows the  cases  where  however  occurs  af ter  a  
non-contras t ive  subject .   
 
(63)  A Non-Contrast ive  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (1)  
Others  might  shrug.  They ' re  only  a  car toons .  What 's  the  fuss?  Car toons ,  
however ,  can be  a  powerful  means  of  ca ta lysing and disseminat ing ideas ,  
be  they per t inent ly  sat i r ica l  or  hideously warped.    
         (The Guardian ;  February 3 ,  2006)  
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(64)  A (Non-Contrast ive)  Topic/Theme ＝  subject  (2)  
John Forbes  Nash,  J r. ,  was  born a lmost  exact ly  four  years  af ter  h is  
parents '  marr iage ,  on June 13,  1928.  […] The big ,  b lond baby boy was,  
as  far  as  anyone s t i l l  l iv ing remembers ,  apparent ly heal thy,  and was  soon 
bapt ized in  the  Episcopal  Church di rect ly  opposi te  the  Mart in  house  on 
Tazewel l  Stree t  and given his  fa ther 's  fu l l  name.  Everyone,  however ,  
ca l led  him Johnny.  
(A Beaut i ful  Mind:  The  Li fe  of  Mathematical  Genius  and Nobel  
Laureate  John Nash ,  by  Sylvia  Nasar,  Simon & Schuster,  2001,  p .30)  
 
Let  us  have  a  look a t  the  cases  where  however  r ight  before  the  focus .   See  
(65)  to  (67) .    
 
(65)  Judge Dredd,  the  ru thless  American comic  book superhero  who acts  as  
pol iceman,  judge,  jury and execut ioner  in  a  pos t -nuclear  New York,  was  
made in  Bri ta in .  
I t  i s ,  however ,  American col lec tors  who dr ive  the  wor ld  market  for  
superhero  comic  books ,  the  lengthy s tor ies  a imed a t  adul ts ,  as  opposed 
to  the  shor ter  ones  for  chi ldren.  
(The  Observer ;  Sunday Apri l  8 ,  2001)  
(66)  Already,  O 'Rei l ly  & Associa tes ,  a  technical  book publ isher  based in  
Sebastapol ,  Cal i f . ,  has  used Mosaic  and the  Web to  create  an  on- l ine  
magazine that  includes  adver t is ing.  
There  remain,  however ,  s ignif icant  barr iers  to  us ing Mosaic .  
(The New York Times ;  December  11,  2000)  
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 (67)The White  House  i s  working hard  on a  re launch of  the  presidency next  
year,  beginning wi th  the  confi rmat ion of  Samuel  Al i to ,  the  Supreme 
Cour t  nominee.  Then,  in  the  Sta te  of  the  Union address ,  Mr  Bush plans  
to  push for  new ini t ia t ives ,  including a  more  open immigrat ion pol icy 
and,  perhaps ,  ser ious  tax  reform.  The Adminis t ra t ion is  a lso  keen to  ta lk  
about  the  economy,  which cont inues  to  record robust  growth.  Republ ican 
s t ra tegis ts  note  tha t  pet rol  pr ices ,  which seemed to  be  a  key e lement  in  
the  Pres ident’s  s lumping pol i t ica l  for tunes  th is  pas t  summer,  have  eased;  
pr ices  a t  the  pump are  down 20 per  cent  s ince  ear ly  September.  
The long- term out look s t i l l  res ts ,  however ,  on  I raq .  For  Republ icans  
inside  and outs ide  the  White  House ,  the  hope is  tha t  successful  e lec t ions  
in  I raq  next  month wi l l  enable  the  US to  begin  withdrawing t roops ,  
get t ing the  issue  off  the  front  pages .  Mr Bush s t i l l  bel ieves  that  
democracy in  the  Middle  East  can be  his  shining legacy.  But  wi th  a  v iew 
to  thei r  e lec tora l  for tunes ,  most  Republ icans  wi l l  be  qui te  happy i f  the  
publ ic  does  not  hear  another  word about  I raq .  
(The Times ;  November  17,  2005)  
 
     In  the  example  (68)  to  (72) ,  however i s  posi t ioned af ter  a  focus .   
 
(68)  I t  has  occasional ly  been thought  that  the  term “parameter”  i t se l f  should  
only  be  used when there  i s  such a  notable  or  “dramat ic”  range of  effects .  
I  wi l l  not ,  however ,  pursue that  way of  th inking here .  
(Movement  and Si lence ,  by  Richard S.  Kayne,  
Oxford Univers i ty  Press ,  2005,  p .278)  
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(69)  Jane  wasn’t  able ,  however ,  to  make the  t r ip .     （Garner  1998:343）  
(70)  When Chris topher  Columbus discovered the  Car ibbean in  1492,  i t s  lush  
vis tas  must  have dazzled his  senses .  I t  was  Diego Velázquez ,  however ,  
who would,  in  1511,  conquer  the  i s land for  Spain  and launch the  Spanish  
Conquest .  
( In  Black  and Whi te:  The Li fe  o f  Sammy Davis ,  Jr.  
By Wil  Haygood,  Bi l lboard Books,  2005,  p .36)  
 (71)Some had secured thei r  spot  by spending the  n ight  in  s leeping bags  
whi le  others  sat  on  the  s idewalk  in  neon-colored lawn chai rs  reading Mr.  
Cl in ton 's  memoir  as  i f  they were  seas ide .  Books  went  on sa le  a t  some 
locat ions  beginning a t  12:01 a .m.  today.  
Joyce Morales ,  52,  got  up a t  4:30 this  morning and t raveled  into  
Manhat tan f rom Staten Is land to  get  on l ine .  " I  love Bi l l  Cl in ton,"  she  
said .  "I  think he was  a  great  president .  I  got  Hi l lary 's  book las t  year."  
[…] 
Not  everyone  however ,  was  fond of  Mr.  Cl in ton.  
(The New York Times ;  June 22,  2004)  
(72)  But  before  we do that ,  le t  us  br ief ly  address  who this  book is  for.  I t  a ims 
to  in t roduce the  reader  to  the  minimal is t  approach to  the  theory grammar.  
I t  doesn’t  s tar t  a t  zero ,  however .  
(Unders tanding Minimal ism ,   
by  Norber t  Hornste in ,  Ja i ro  Nunes ,  and Kleanthes  K.  Grohnmann 
Cambridge Univers i ty  Press ,  2005,  p .1)  
 
The connect ion between however  and the  informat ion s t ructure  should  be 
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examined in  the  future  research.  
 
5.6 .  Concluding Remarks 
In  th is  chapter,  I  showed addi t ional  cases  that  the  posi t ioning of  however  
might  affect  pragmat ic  in terpre ta t ion,  that  i s ,  o ther  advantages  of  the  revised 
hypothesis .  
For  the  purpose of  crysta l l ize  how the di fference in  the  acceptabi l i ty  
of  each case  can occur,  I  in t roduced Araki  e t  a l .  (1985)  descr ipt ion on the  
di fference  between l i terary s tyle  and col loquia l  s ty le ,  because  I  thought  i t  
was  very  important  to  d is t inguish  l i terary  s ty le  f rom col loquial  s ty le .   What  
I  paid  much a t tent ion to  was  the  poss ibi l i ty  that  the  exaggera t ion can be  
over looked in  spoken language and the  medium between col loquia l  and 
l i terary s tyle .  
I  showed the  examples  where  the  di fference in  acceptabi l i ty  cannot  
a lways  be  expla ined only  by the  d i fference  between l i te rary  s tyle  and 
col loquia l  s ty le ,  and I  demonst ra ted  how the  degree  of  the  acceptabi l i ty  in  
co-occurrence of  but  and  however  can be  explained,  based on the  revised 
hypothes is ,  which is  shown again  below.  
 
(73)  However  in  sentence- internal  posi t ion emphasizes  the  par t  which is  
c losely  connected to contradict ion.  
 
In  addi t ion to  that ,  I  demonstra ted two advantages  of  the  revised 
hypothesis .   Fi rs t ly,  some researchers’ s ta tement  that  however  in  
sentence- internal  pos i t ion works  bet ter  than however  in  sentence- ini t ia l  
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posi t ion can be  expla ined by the  addi t ional  funct ion of  however ,  tha t  i s ,  the  
funct ion of  an  emphasizer.   Secondly,  I  touched on the  mer i t  of  
sentence- internal  however .   The scope of  emphasis  could  be  found more  
eas i ly  by posi t ioning of  however .   I  c la imed that  par t  of  sentence is  
emphasized by however .   The emphasized par t  should be  c losely  re la ted to  
the  cont radic t ion ,  but  i t  should  be  examined whether  however  makes  an  








6 .1 .  Introduct ion 
Discourse  connect ives  but ,  however,  s t i l l  and  ye t  have a  point  in  common 
between them in  that  they are  a l l  adversat ive .   Above a l l ,  the  coordinate  
conjunct ion but  and the adverbial  connect ive however  have a  lo t  of  
s imi lar i t ies  in  the  funct ions .   As  you can see ,  but  can be  replaced wi th  
however  in  the  fo l lowing examples ,  (1)  which shows contras t  usage  and (2)  
which shows e l iminat ion of  an  assumption “a  pol i t ic ian  is  d ishonest .”  
 
(1)    a .  John i s  ta l l .   But  Sam is  shor t .  
b .  John is  ta l l .   However ,  Sam is  shor t .    (Fraser  1998:302-306)  
(2)    a .  John i s  a  pol i t ic ian.   But  he  is  honest .  
 b .  John is  a  pol i t ic ian .   However ,  he  is  honest .          ( ib id . )  
 
In  addi t ion,  in  the  context  shown in  (3) ,  the  usage of  however,  s t i l l ,  and  ye t  
i s  acceptable .    
 
(3)   A:  She’s  qui te  in te l l igent .  
 B:   However ,  she’s  not  real ly  what  the  department  needs  at  the  moment .  
 B1:  Sti l l  she’s  not  real ly  what  the  depar tment  needs  a t  the  moment .  
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 B2:  Yet  she’s  not  rea l ly  what  the  depar tment  needs  a t  the  moment .  
 
However,  there  i s  a  di fference l ike  this .   As  you see  in  the  example  (4)  
and (5) ,  but  can co-occur  wi th e i ther  s t i l l  or  ye t ,  both  of  which are  adversat ive .   
Besides  that ,  as  the  example  (6)  shows,  i t  i s  poss ible  that  s t i l l  and  ye t  can be  
combined with and.   (Emphases  are  the  author ’s .   In  the  res t  of  th is  chapter,  
they are  the  author ’s  as  far  as  there  i s  no not ice . )  
 
(4)  She’s  a  funny gi r l ,  but yet  you can’t  help  l ik ing her.  
(Higashimori  1992:350)  
(5)  ‘We’re  young.   At  least  you are .   Every undergraduate  we’ve passed 
today has  given you the  eye. ’  ‘But st i l l  we’re  not  as  young as  Jess ica  
and Davet . ’  
(Man,  Woman and Chi ld  by  Er ich Segal ;  Higashimori  1992:347)  
(6)  a .  And yet  the  cent r i fuges  spin  def iant ly  on.  
(The Economist :  Ju ly  19,  2007)  
 b .  And st i l l  he  s tays  s i lent .  
(The Guardian :  Tuesday September  6 ,  2005)  
 
In  many cases ,  but  and  however  can be  replaced wi th  each other .   In  
spi te  of  this ,  i t  seems di ff icul t  for  however  to  be  combined with  e i ther  s t i l l  or  
ye t .   I f  however  has  a lmost  the  same funct ions  as  but ,  the  combinat ions  of  
“however,  s t i l l”  and “however,  ye t” would be  no problem.   However,  as  the  
example  (7)  shows,  “however,  s t i l l”  has  low acceptabi l i ty  and “however,  ye t”  
is  unacceptable .   The context  in  (7)  i s  the  same as  that  in  (6) .  
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(7)  A:   She’s  qui te  in te l l igent .   
 B3:  ??However,  s t i l l  she’s  not  rea l ly  what  the  depar tment  needs a t  the  
moment .  
 B4  *However,  yet  she’s  not  rea l ly  what  the  depar tment  needs a t  the  
moment .  
 
In  th is  chapter,  I  wi l l  cons ider  what  causes  the  di fference  of  the  acceptabi l i ty  
shown above and search for  the  d i fferent  points  among but ,  however,  s t i l l ,  and 
yet .   
 
6.2 .  The Previous  Studies  Based on Relevance Theory 
The out l ine  of  Relevance Theory was  provided in  chapter  1 .   So,  I  would  l ike  
to  touch i t  shor t ly.   In  Relevance  Theory,  the  intent ion of  the  speaker  i s  
considered to  modify  the  hearer ’s  cogni t ive  envi ronment  (Higashimori  and 
Yoshimura  2003:13) .   There  are  three  kinds  of  ‘cogni t ive  effec ts . ’  
Blakemore (1987,  1992,  2000,  2002)  c la ims that  but  and however show 
readers / l i s teners  a  procedure  of  contradict ion and el iminat ion,  which is  one of  
cogni t ive  effects .   I t  i s  assumed that  this  informat ion i s  “procedura l  
meaning,”  which indicate  how to  infer  when the  hearer  gets  impl icature  
through an inference s tar t ing f rom expl icature .   I t  i s  d is t inguished from 
“conceptual  meaning,”  which are  the  meanings  of  nouns  and verbs ,  what  i s  
ca l led,  content  words .  
Addi t ional ly,  there  are  two kinds  of  assumptions;  ‘expl icature’ which i s  
an  expl ic i t  meaning di rect ly  based on the  u t terance  and ‘ impl icature’ inferred  
f rom i t .   Expl icature  consis ts  of  conceptual  meanings .   I  wi l l  rec i te  the  
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examples  which we have seen in  chapter  4 .   In  (8) ,  Mary’s  ut terance wi l l  be  
expl icature  as  i t  i s .   S ince  i t  cannot  be  regarded as  the  answer  to  Peter ’s  
quest ion,  the  communicat ion isn’t  es tabl ished at  th is  s tage .   Peter  wi l l  ge t  
the  impl icature  (9b)  through the  inference and the  knowledge of  encyclopedia  
l ike  (9a) .   Then,  communicat ion is  completed.  
 
(8)   Peter :  Would you dr ive  a  Mercedes?  
Mary:  I  wouldn’t  dr ive  ANY expensive  car.  
    (Sperber  and Wi lson 1995:194)  
(9)  a .  A Mercedes  i s  an  expensive  car.  
 b .   Mary wouldn’t  dr ive  a  Mercedes .  ( impl ica ture)  
 
Concerning the  character i s t ics  of  the  words  with  the  procedural  
informat ion,  Blakemore (2002:83)  says ,  “I t  i s  hard to  paraphrase  them.   I f  
you ask a  Nat ive  Engl ish speaker  what  but  means ,  you wi l l  be  to ld  how to  use  
i t ,  not  the  paraphrase .”   Moreover,  “Discourse  makers  wi th  procedura l  
meanings  do not  have the  adverbs  tha t  mean the  same th ings  (Blakemore  
2002:83-84) .”   Blakemore (2002:83-34)  observes  that  the  phrase  ‘ in  other  
words’ has  conceptual  informat ion s ince  i t  has  the  same meaning both  in  the  
example  (10)  of  a  sentence  modif ier  and in  the  example  (11)  of  a  verb  
modif ier.   On the  o ther  hand,  the  d iscourse  connect ive  well  in  (12)  and the  
verb modif ier  wel l  in  (13)  are  not  synonyms and therefore  well ’ has  procedura l  




(10)   In  other  words ,  you’re  banned.               (Blakemore  2002:84)  
(11)   She asked me to  t ry  and put  i t  in  other  words.      ( ib id . )  
(12)  A:  What  t ime should we leave?                     ( ib id .)  
    B:  Wel l ,  the  t ra in  leaves  a t  11:  23.  
(13)  You haven’t  i roned this  very  wel l .                  ( ib id .)  
 
St i l l  and  ye t  have temporal  usages .   Different ia ted  f rom temporal  
adverb s t i l l ,  yet ,  adversat ive  connect ives  s t i l l ,  yet  a re  considered to  have the  
procedural  informat ion of  contradic t ion and el iminat ion  of  an  assumpt ion 
(Higashimori  1992:347-350) .  
In  Relevance Theory,  adversa t ive  connect ives  s t i l l ,  yet  (Higashimori  
1992:347-350)  and discourse  connect ives  but ,  however  does  not  have 
conceptual  informat ion.   So they do not  contr ibute  to  the  t ru th value  
(Blakemore  2002:12-14,  26-27) .   They indicate  what  inference the  hearer  i s  
expected to  make and res t r ic t  the  inference (Blakemore 2002:95-98) .   I t  i s  
thought  tha t  they can make a  cont r ibut ion by reducing the  effor ts  needed for  
the  interpreta t ion by encoding the  res t r ic t ion on the  inferent ia l  process  the  
speaker  in tends ,  or  by procedural  informat ion.    
The  previous  s tudies  on but  was  in t roduced in  chapter  1  and an 
a l ternat ive  hypothesis  on however  and the  explanat ion of  i t  was  provided in  
chapter  3  and 4 .   So,  s t i l l  and yet  wi l l  be  mainly  analyzed in  th is  chapter.   
Let  us  have a  look a t  concrete  analyses .    
 
6 .3 .  St i l l  and Yet  
From the  perspect ive  of  Relevance Theory,  Higashimori  (1992:347-350)  
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examines  s t i l l  and yet  compar ing wi th  the  funct ion of  but .   Let  us  take  a  look 
a t  h is  analyses  in  sequence.  
In  Higashimori  (1992:347-348) ,  i t  i s  thought  that  s t i l l  has  the  
procedural  informat ion,  tha t  i s ,  the  denia l  of  expecta t ion and a  reminder  to  the  
speaker  or  the  hearer.   I t  i s  sa id  that  there  are  two Reminder  Uses  as  showed 
in  (14) .  
 
(14)  a .  Sti l l  as  a  reminder  to  the  hearer  of  what  he  a l ready knows or  bel ieves  
b .  Sti l l  as  a  reminder  to  the  speaker  of  what  he  a l ready knows or  bel ieves  
(Higashimori  1992:347)  
 
The example re la ted to  (14a)  is  (15) .   According to  Higashimori  (1992) ,  s t i l l  
denies  the  impl ica t ion inferred f rom the  f i rs t  proposi t ion by the  second one in  
processing the  inference.   This  i s  the  s imi lar i ty  between but  and  s t i l l .   The  
di fference  between but  and  s t i l l  i s  that  s t i l l  requires  the  hearer ’s  cogni t ive  
prerequis i te  as  showed in  (16i i ) .   
 
(15)  I t ’s  ra ining;  st i l l ,  we must  go out .  (Higashimori  1992:346)  
(16)  i .  Context  for  interpret ing  the f i rs t  conjunct :   
I f  i t  i s  ra ining,  we normal ly  don’t  have to  go out .  
i i .  You a l ready know that  we have to  go out .  
i i i .  The second conjunct :   we have to  go out .  ( ib id . )  
 
Next ,  the  example  regarding (14b)  i s  (17) .   Higashimor i  (1992:348)  c la ims  
that  s t i l l  funct ions  as  the  denia l  of  expecta t ion and the  second proposi t ion 
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contradic ts  the  contextual  impl ica t ion of  the  previous  c lause ,  and that  the  
di fference  between but  and s t i l l  i s  that  s t i l l  requires  the  speaker ’s  up-f ront  
awareness  shown in  (18i i ) .  
 
(17)  John’s  a  s t range guy.   Sti l l ,  I  l ike  him.  (Schourup & Waida 1988:202)  
(18)   i .  Context  for  interpret ing the  f i rs t  conjunct :   
I f  he  i s  s t range guy,  I  don’t  l ike  John .  
 i i .  I  a l ready know or  bel ieve  that  I  l ike  John .  
i i i .  the  second conjunct :   I  l ike  John .   (Higashimori  1992:348)  
 
In  Higashimori  (1992:348-350) ,  i t  i s  s ta ted  that  yet  has  the  informat ion  
re la ted to  denial  of  expectat ion  and the  speci f icat ion of  the  context  where  the  
hearer  s t rongly  bel ieves  the  dependence between the  premise  f rom the  
previous  s ta tement  and the  conclusion.   For  ins tance ,  yet  can be  acceptable  
in  the  fol lowing context .  
 
(19)  Hearer ’s  be l ief  in  s t rong dependency between the  antecedent  and the  
consequent  of  the  premise .  (op .ci t . :349)  
 
Higashimori  (1992:348)  takes  up an example  where  s t i l l  i s  unacceptable  
and yet  i s  acceptable  in  the  same context .  
 
(20)  He knew Conrad had to ld  him the  t ruth .   I t  was  so.   Yet /*Sti l l  i t  wasn’t  
so .   I t  wasn’t  so  because  i t  couldn’t  be  so .  
 (Konig  & Traugot t  1982:175)  
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Higashimori  (1992:350)  says  that  s t i l l  expects  the  hearer ’s  presupposi t ion 
‘Conrad would not  te l l  h im the  truth , ’ but  the  preceding message ‘ i t  was  so , ’ 
which means  ‘Conrad to ld  him the  t ruth , ’ ent i re ly  contradicts  the  proposi t ion  
fol lowing i t .   Consequent ly,  the  in terpre ta t ion of  the  whole  u t terance does  
not  work out  and then s t i l l  i s  unacceptable .   On the  other  hand,  yet  i s  
acceptable  as  the  hearer  bel ieves  that  associa t ion between the  antecedent  of  
the  premise  and the  consequent  i s  s t rong.  
 
(21)  i .   Context  for  interpret ing  the  f i rs t  (conjunct ) :  
I f  he  knew Conrad to ld  him the  t ruth ,  then i t  must  a lways be  t rue .  
 i i .  You bel ieve  th is  premise  is  s trong.  <i .e .  the  dependency between (he  
knew Conrad told  him the t ru th)  and ( i t  must  a lways  be  t rue)  i s  
s t rong.> 
 i i i .  Context  for  in terpret ing the  second conjunct :  I f  i t  wasn’t  so ,  then i t  
cannot  a lways  be  t rue.  (Higashimori  1992:349)  
 
6 .4 .  Problems 
As you see  in  (1)  and (2) ,  the  funct ion of  however  and but  i s  s imi lar  to  each 
other.   As  you see  in  (3)  to  (5) ,  s t i l l  and  ye t  can co-occur  wi th  the  
coordinat ive  conjunct ions  but  or  and .   Higashimori  (1992)  cannot  g ive  an  
account  for  the  d is t inct ion that  the  co-occurrence of  however  and s t i l l  i s  less  
acceptable  a l though but  s t i l l  and but  yet  are  grammatica l .  
Besides  that ,  Higashimori  (1992)  del ivers  h imself  of  an  opinion that  yet  
has  the  procedural  informat ion on how to  infer,  which directs  the  hearer  to  
e l iminate  a  cont radic ted assumption der ived f rom the  pr ior  segment ,  but  
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Blakemore’s  (2002:106-108)  observat ion shows that  there  i s  a  poss ibi l i ty  that  
yet  has  nothing wi th  the  e l iminat ion of  an  assumption.   
 
(22)   a .  Her  husband is  in  hospi ta l  and she is  seeing other  men.  
b .  Her  husband is  in  hospi ta l  but  she  is  seeing other  men.   
(23)   Her  husband is  in  hospi ta l  and  (yet)  she  is  seeing other  men.  
(24)  I t  i s  normal ly  the  case  that  a  woman whose  husband is  in  hospi ta l  wi l l  
devote  hersel f  to  his  care .  
(25)  a .  If the woman’s husband is in hospital ,  she will  not be having a very good 
time. 
b .  The woman’s  husband is  in  hospi ta l . ( f i rs t  segment  of  (22b))  
c .  The woman isn’t  having a  very  good t ime.  
 
Blakemore  (2002:106-108)  says  that  and  i s  not  re la ted  with  the  
e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.   In  (22b) ,  the  hearer  i s  ins t ructed to  dele te  
(25a)  as  wel l  as  the  inference shown in  (25c) .   On the  other  hand,  the  
sentence  (22a)  has  the  same semant ic  content  as  (23)  and expresses  “surpr ise”  
based on the  assumption (24) ,  but  i t  does  not  require  the  hearer  to  dele te  the  
assumption (24) .   The  example (23)  is  not  involved wi th  e l iminat ion  and 
therefore  yet  does  not  include the  funct ion of  e l iminat ion.  
Concerning the  contradic t ion and e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion,  
Higashimori  and Yoshimura  (2003:17)  s ta te  that ,  when new informat ion and 
old  informat ion contradict  each other,  the  weaker  informat ion wi l l  be  deleted 
of  the  two.   Higashimori  and Yoshimura (2003:17)  take  up an example:   the  
person B saw the  person A coming out  of  the  l ibrary  wi th a  Russ ian  book.   
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Because  of  th is ,  the  person B forms an assumpt ion that  ‘ the  person A knows 
Russian. ’  Severa l  days  la ter,  the  person B heard  the  person A saying,  “I  wish 
I  knew Russian.”   Eventual ly,  the  person B unders tands  that  the  person A 
does  not  know Russian.   The assumption formed before  i s  e l iminated and the  
cogni t ive  envi ronment  is  modif ied .  
Yet  as  wel l  as  and carr ies  the  informat ion that  the  previous segment  and 
the  subsequent  one are  equal  to  one another  in  informat ion value .   That  might  
be  why they are  not  involved wi th e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.  
There  is  one more  problem.   I t  i s  considered that  the  adversat ive  usage  
of  however,  s t i l l  and  ye t  has  no connect ion wi th  o ther  usage of  them.   I  
suppose  that  there  remains  a  mat ter  of  debate .   We need consider  whether  the  
other  usages  shown below bear  no re levance to  the  adversat ive  usage  or  they 
have the  meaning in  common wi th  them.  
 
(26)  We have to  f inish,  however  long i t  takes .  (LDOCE, 4th  Edi t ion)  
(27)  Do you st i l l  have Jul ie 's  phone number?  ( ib id . )  
(28)  I  haven ' t  asked him yet .  ( ib id . )  
 
6.5 .  Proposal  
As ment ioned in  6 .1 ,  but  and  however  i s  the  words  which play  a  s imi lar  role .   
Therefore ,  some grammarians  advise  to  avoid  us ing both  of  them in a  sentence  
because  i t  i s  redundant .   In  chapter  3 ,  however,  i t  was  shown that  the  
co-occurrence of  but  and  however  i s  of ten  seen in  publ icat ions .   I t  means that  
the  co-occurrence of  them does  not  necessar i ly  ruin a  sentence .   Rather,  i t  
could be  expected to  give a  specia l  e ffect .   Thinking in  tha t  way,  I  
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considered what  makes  the  co-occurrence  poss ible  there .    
 
(29)  I  don’t  want  to  be  blunt ;  but however ,  I  tempted to  te l l  h im to  e i ther  s tar t  
the  project  ( In  the  midst  of  Chr is tmas  season!)  or  forget  i t .  
(Washington Post ;  Thursday,  December  1 ,  2005)  
 
Based on Higashimori  and Yoshimura’s  (2003:113-116)  analys is ,  I  
suggested that  but  has  a  conceptual  informat ion and however  bears  conceptual  
informat ion.   Let  me br ief ly  repeat  the i r  analys is .   They weigh the  
di fferences  between sor t  of  and l ike .   They al lege  tha t  the  former  has  the  
conceptual  informat ion of  not  ent ire ly,  while  the  la t ter  has  only  procedural  
informat ion which te l l s  the  hearer  to  extend the  scope of  the  modif ied  word.   
I t  i s  because  the  type  of  informat ion i s  di fferent  that  sor t  of  and  l ike  can 
co-occur  as  fol lows.  
 
(30)  a .  Gradual ly  i t  sort  of  l ike  br ings  people  out  of  themselves  and do you 
know what  I  mean,  they learn  to  do  things .  
 (Higashimori  and Yoshimura  2003:115)  
b .  Sort  o f ,  l ike  when your  combing your  ha ir,  inni t  erm,  in  the  bath  keeps  
on,  do my hai r,  do  my hair.  (op.c i t . :116)  
c .  Wel l  you put  another  word in  between each le t ter  of  the  o ther  word sort  
of  l ike .   ( ib id . )  
 
Get t ing f rom Higashimori  and Yoshimura’s  (2003:113-116)  analys is  on 
the  co-occurrence of  l ike  and kind of ,  which have s imi lar  meaning,  I  made the  
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fol lowing proposal  in  chapter  3 .  
 
(31)  1． But  has  procedural  informat ion.  
2． However  has  conceptual  informat ion.  
 
In  chapter  2 ,  we have a l ready reviewed l i terature  on the  funct ion of  but .   
Examining some previous  s tudies  on i t ,  I  concluded that  I ten’s  (2005) 
suggest ion is  the  most  persuasive .   I  wi l l  rec i te  i t  again below.  
 
(32)The funct ions  of  but  
What  fol lows (Q)  cont radicts  and e l iminates  an assumpt ion tha t  i s  
manifes t  in  the  context .                          ( I ten  2005:147)  
 
In  chapter  4 ,  fo l lowing Quirk  et  al .  (1985:641) ,  I  suggested that  however  has  
the  conceptual  informat ion,  H O W E V E R  T R U E  T H AT M AY B E.    
 
(33)  He didn’t  l ike  the  food.   However,  [However true that  may be] ,  he  
didn’t  complain  about  i t .  (Quirk  et  al .  1985:641)  
 
The conceptual  informat ion of  however ,  H O W E V E R T R U E  T H AT M AY B E ,  d i rect s  
the  hearer  to  accept  the  preceding content  as  the  t ruth .   The cont radic t ing 
assumpt ion infer red  f rom the  previous  segment  i s  weaker  than the  
informat ion conveyed by the  segment  conta ining however .   As  a  resul t ,  the  
incorrect  assumpt ion wil l  be  e l iminated.   The conceptual  informat ion of  
however  conta ins  the  pronoun ‘ tha t ’ which assures  a  re levance to  the  previous  
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informat ion and therefore  the  res t r ic t ion on the  context  in  (34)  suggested by 
Blakemore and Schourup is  not  needed.    
 
(34)  The res t r ic t ion on the  context  for  however  
However  a ff i rms the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  preceding segment  and 
s imul taneously  connects  i t  to  an  assumpt ion inferent ia l ly.  
 
So,  how does  the  conceptual  informat ion of  however  work dur ing the  process  
of  interpreta t ion?   I  wi l l  repeat  the  sum-up of  contr ibut ion of  conceptual  
informat ion of  however  be low.  
 
(35)  Contr ibut ion of  Conceptual  Informat ion of  However  
    a .  Denial  of  Expecta t ion 
However  guarantees  a  re levance to  the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  preceding 
segment  and di rects  the  readers / l i s teners  to  take i t  as  t ru th .   A 
cont radict ing assumption der ived f rom what  precedes  i t .   The segment  
which contains  however  conveys  the  speaker ’s  or  wri ter ’s  argument .   
Accordingly,  the  informat ion is  s t ronger  than the  contradic t ing 
assumpt ion,  and then the  la t ter  wi l l  be  e l iminated .  
    b .  Change of  Topics /  Floor-Holding Device  
However  guarantees  a  re levance to  the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  preceding 
segment  and aff i rms the  content .   Unl imited poss ibi l i t ies  emerge f rom 
the  context ,  and they wil l  be  reserved because  they are  not  manifes t  
enough to  be  e l iminated.    
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Along with  the  same l ine  of  the  analys is  on the  co-occurrence  of  but  and 
however ,  why i t  i s  a l lowed to  use  the  expressions  but  ye t ,  and but  s t i l l  could  
be  expla ined,  by assuming that  one has  conceptual  informat ion and the  other  
has  only  procedural  informat ion.  
 
(36)  1 .  But  has  procedural  informat ion   
2.  s t i l l ,  and  ye t  have conceptual  informat ion 
 
Addi t ional ly,  the  combinat ion of  the  words  that  has  conceptual  
informat ion wi l l  be  barred  out  only  i f  i t  i s  redundant .   Hereinaf ter,  we wi l l  
look a t  the  conceptual  informat ion of  s t i l l  in  6 .5 .1 ,  yet  in  6 .5 .2 .   In  6 .5 .3 ,  I  
wi l l  consider  the  poss ibi l i ty  of  however ’s  being combined wi th  s t i l l  and  ye t .  
 
6.5 .1 .  The Conceptual  Information of  St i l l  
In  this  sect ion,  we wi l l  look at  s t i l l .   Let  us  look a t  the  fo l lowing examples .    
 
(37)  a .  A:  We’re  ravenous .  Can we have that  p izza  in  the  f r idge?  
B:  Sure .  But there’s  not  very  much lef t .  
b .   A:  We’re  ravenous .  Can we have that  p izza  in  the  f r idge?  
?B:  Sure .  Sti l l  there’s  not  very  much lef t .  
(38)  a . I ’ve  been sent  a  copy of  the  grant  proposal .   But  i t ’s  in  Dutch.  
b  I ’ve  been sent  a  copy of  the  grant  proposal .   ?Sti l l  i t ’s  in  Dutch.  
(Blakemore 2000:480)  
 
As  you can see ,  (a)  and (b)  appear  in  exact ly  the  same context ,  where  but  
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cannot  be  replaced wi th  s t i l l .  Those  examples  shows di fferences  of  funct ion 
between but  and s t i l l .  
Then,  what  i s  the  conceptual  informat ion of  s t i l l? Crupi  (2004:138)  
def ines  the  core  meaning of  s t i l l  inc luding the  usages  of  a  connect ive  and an 
adverb as  below.  
 
(39)  St i l l  in  both i t s  adverbia l  and conjunct ive  roles  demonst ra tes  a  contras t  
semant ic  value  of  C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E.        (Crupi  2004:136)  
(40)  St i l l  in t roduces  informat ion that  i s  contrary  to  the  most  recent  contextual  
assumptions ,  but  connected to  informat ion that  has  been presented a t  
some ear l ier  point  in  the  text  or  to  common knowledge a l ready avai lable  
to  the  reader.    (op.c i t . :120)  
 
This  observat ion  shows that  the  temporal  use  i s  not  separated  f rom the  
adversat ive  usage of  i t .   In  Michael is  (1993:217)  and Greenbaum (1983:94) ,  
there  are  descr ipt ions  saying that  s t i l l  has  s imilar  meaning to  nevertheless  and,  
a t  the  same t ime,  the  temporal  meaning.   I  suppose  that  the  two usages  should  
be  considered to  share  the  re levant  informat ion.   Fur thermore ,  i f  we  
apprehend  the  meaning of  s t i l l  l ike  that ,  i t  fo l lows that  s t i l l  encodes  the  
conceptual  meaning.   (See  the  sect ion 6 .2  on conceptual  meaning. )  
As we saw above,  i t  has  been noted tha t  posi t ioning of  s t i l l  can change 
the  nuance of  i t .   With  that ,  I  wi l l  argue that  the  posi t ioning of  s t i l l  has  the  




(41)  The const i tuent  or  a  par t  of  the  const i tuent  preceded by  s t i l l  i s  in  i t s  
scope and is  interpreted  as  focus  which speci f ies  the  par t  of  
C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E,  despi te  the  E X P L I C I T or  I M P L I CI T preceded 
segment .  
 
Concretely speaking,  the  opera tor  domain  of  sentence- ini t ia l  s t i l l  jus t  a  
proposi t ion (S)  and the  scope of  s t i l l  in  the  middle  can be e i ther  only Verb 
Phrase  or  both  Verb Phrase  and a  proposi t ion.  
Now,  le t  us  look at  examples  in  (42)  and (43) .    
 
(42)  a .  Mom has  s tarved herse l f  for  a  month,  and  she 's  st i l l  th i r ty  pounds  
overweight .  (Michael is  1993:217)  
b .  Mom has  s tarved hersel f  for  a  month,  and st i l l  she 's  th i r ty  pounds  
overweight .  
(43)   a .  She  hated  the  noise ,  but  she  st i l l  l ived there  for  severa l  months .  
      (op.c i t . :218)  
b .  She hated the  noise ,  but st i l l  she  l ived there  for  several  months .  
 
As  you can see  in  (42) ,  there  i s  a  case  where  and  in  P and  Q may be  
const rued as  an adversat ive  conjunct ion.   Blakemore & Cars ton (2005:  
580-581)  observe  that  both  P and Q funct ion as  premises  in  the  context  P and  
Q,  whi le  only  P works  as  a  premise  in  the  context  P but  Q.   As  to  




(44)  The recovery of  this  in terpre ta t ion wil l  depend on the hearer ’s  abi l i ty  to  
access  the  contextual  assumption.  (Blakemore 2002:107)  
 
Then,  le t  us  look at  examples .   In  the  examples  (42a)  and (42b) ,  and conveys  
that  the  premise  P ‘Mom has s tarved hersel f  for  a  month ’ and the  premise  Q 
‘she  i s  th ir ty  pounds  overweight ’ are  both  t rue .   Blakemore (2002:107)  says  
that  the  interpreta t ion of  and  depends  on whether  the  hearer  can access  the  
fol lowing context  assumption.  
 
(45)  I t  i s  normal ly  the  case  tha t  a  woman who has  s tarved hersel f  for  a  month  
wil l  lose  her  weight .  
 
The conceptual  informat ion of  St i l l ,  C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E,  te l l s  the  
hearer  tha t  the  preceding segment  ‘Mom has  s tarved hersel f  for  a  month’ i s  a  
fac tor  that  can change the  s i tua t ion ‘she  is  always  overweight , ’ but  i t  does  not  
change.   Then,  the  inference shown in  (46)  wi l l  be  der ived from the 
assumption (45) .  
 
(46)   Al though she  was  expected to  lose  her  weight ,  she  is  too fa t  as  before .  
 
Let  us  look at  the  examples  (43a)  and (43b) .   The procedural  
informat ion of  but  wi l l  te l l  the  hearer  that  what  i s  ment ioned by but -c lause  
e l iminate  the  contradic t ing assumption which becomes manifest  in  the  context .   
Moreover,  the  conceptual  informat ion of  s t i l l ,  C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E 
te l l s  the  hearer  that  the  previous  segment  ‘she hated the  noise ’ i s  an e lement  
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which can ‘she l ived there , ’ but  there  i s  no  change in  the  s i tuat ion.  
The procedural  informat ion of  but  guides  the  hearer  to  get  an  
assumpt ion l ike  (47) .   In  addi t ion,  the  hearer  wi l l  make an inference  l ike  
(48)  based on the  assumpt ion (47)  and the  conceptual  informat ion that  s t i l l  
conveys .    The assumption (47)  wi l l  be  e l iminated by the  segment  fo l lowing 
but .  
 
(47)  I f  people  ha te  the  noise ,  they wi l l  leave.  
(48) Although there  was  a  good reason she  lef t ,  she  l ived there  as  before .   
 
When  s t i l l  appears  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence,  the  scope of  i t  wi l l  be  
a  verb  phrase  and s t i l l  has  temporal  meaning s imul taneously  as  wel l .   
Higashimori  (1992:348)  s ta tes  that  s t i l l  requires  the  speaker  or  the  hearer  to  
have the  knowledge of  the  unchanging s i tuat ion in  advance.   However,  he  
does  not  expla in  why i t  does .   Assuming that  s t i l l  has  the  conceptual  meaning  
C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E,  we can say that  the  conceptual  informat ion  of  s t i l l  
demands such recogni t ion.  
 
6.5 .2 .  The Conceptual  Information of  Yet  
In  Higashimori  (1992) ,  the  adversat ive  usage of  yet  i s  i sola ted f rom other  
usages  of  i t .   As I  ment ioned above,  Crupi  (2004)  points  out  that  there  is  a  
poss ibi l i ty  that  the  temporal  use  and the  adversat ive  use  are  l inked to  each 
other.   Crupi  (2004:120)  says  tha t  the  basic  funct ion of  yet  inc luding the  
conjunct ive  use  and the  adverbial  use  i s  to s t ress  a  contras t  which is  impor tant  
for  the  wr i ter ’s  purpose  of  communicat ion.  
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(49)   Yet ,  S I G N I F I C A N T C O N T R A S T between informat ion A and informat ion B.  
(Crupi  2004:138)  
(50)  1 .  Both  components  of  the  contras t  must  be  expl ic i t ly  present  in  a  text  
containing yet  in  order  for  that  context  to  be  character ized as  
conjunct ive .  
2 .  Where  only  one component  of  an  impl ied  contras t  i s  present  in  the  text ,  
yet  i s  ranked as  an  adverb.  (op.ci t . :163)  
 
In  the  meant ime,  how is  the  temporal  meaning of  yet  re la ted  wi th  the  
conceptual  meaning,  S I G N I F I C A N T C O N T R A S T?   Crupi  (2004:128)  argues  that  
negat ive  sentences  are  associa ted  wi th the  contrast  wi th  aff i rmat ive  sentences  
corresponding to  them.   In  shor t ,  ‘ i t  i sn’t  raining’ i s  in t r ins ical ly  cont ras ted  
wi th the  corresponding aff i rmat ive  sentence,  ‘ i t  i s  raining. ’  Crupi  
(2004:128)  c la ims that  yet  plays  a  ro le  in  emphasis  on the  importance  of  the  
exis t ing contras t  in  the  negat ive  context  wi th  the  counterpart ,  for  example ,  in  
the  sentence ‘ i t  i sn’t  ra ining yet . ’  
Let  us  come back to  analyses  on the  adversa t ive  connect ives .   As I  
g lanced in  the  sect ion 6 .4 ,  yet  per  se  i s  not  di rec t ly  involved wi th  the  
e l iminat ion of  an  assumption.   Crupi  (2004:127)  makes  a  fur ther  comment  
that  ye t  can contr ibute  to  var ious  messages  such as  predicat ion,  surpr ise  and 
disappointment  by the  character i s t ics  of  placing great  emphasis  on the  
contras t .   Based on the  analyses  of  Crupi  (2004) ,  the  scope of  yet  a t  the  
beginning of  the  sentence,  which has  adversat ive  meaning,  i s  a  whole  sentence .   
So,  in  this  case ,  yet  emphasizes  the  contrast  between the  preceding  
informat ion A and the  informat ion B fol lowing A.   Addi t ional ly,  i t  conveys  
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the  informat ion ‘A and B are  both  t rue  a l though they are  incompat ible . ’   
 
(51)  Ana Cast i l lo ' s  family has  been on th is  soi l  for  generat ions ,  and yet  she  i s  
drawn to  the  hard quest ions  of  immigrat ion.  
                    (Washington Post :  Sunday,  Aug.  19,  2007)  
 
To begin with,  and  te l l s  us  that  the  premise  P ‘Ana Cast i l lo ' s  fami ly  has 
been on this  soi l  for  generat ions ’ and the  premise Q ‘she is  drawn to  the  hard 
quest ions  of  immigrat ion’ are  both  t rue .   Yet  emphasizes  the  contras t  be tween 
the  premise  P and the  premise  Q and te l l s  the  hearer  that  P and Q both t rue ,  
a l though they do not  go together.   Then,  the  assumpt ion l ike  (53)  wi l l  be  
der ived f rom the  two proposi t ions .   From the  assumpt ion,  the  in terpre ta t ion 
that  the  fol lowing content  can be  surpr is ing wi l l  be  thrown up.   However,  ye t  
as  wel l  as  and does  not  carry  a  connotat ion of  e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.  
 
(52)  I t  i s  normal ly  the  case  that  a  fami ly  who has  been on the  same soi l  for  
generat ions  wi l l  not  move.  
 
Meanwhile ,  in  the  example  (53) ,  but  bears  the  procedura l  informat ion 
that  indicates  the  hearer  to  make an inference  resul t ing in  contradic t ion and 
e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion and therefore  the  assumpt ion l ike  (54)  wi l l  be  
infer red.   Subsequent ly,  the  segment  fo l lowing but  wi l l  negate  the  
assumption.   Yet  underscores  the  cont ras t  between the  previous  content  and 
the  fol low-on one  and direc ts  the  hearer  to  unders tand that  the  former  and the  
la t ter  are  t rue  together  a l though they convey contradic tory  informat ion.   I t  
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seems that  yet  does  not  imply the  delet ion of  an  assumption.   
 
(53)   I t ’s  very  f ine  weather  for  a  walk ,  but yet  I  don’t  think I ’ l l  go out .  
(Otsuka.  ed .  1969:506)  
(54)   I f  i t ’s  very  f ine  weather  for  a  walk ,  the  speaker  wants  to  go out .  
 
Now,  le t  us  th ink about  the  example  (20)  taken up in  6 .3 ,  where  yet  i s  
acceptable  and s t i l l  i s  not  acceptable  in  the  same context .   I  wi l l  quote  the  
example (20)  again here  as  (55) .  
 
(55)  He knew Conrad had told  him the  t ru th .   I t  was  so.   Yet  /*Sti l l  i t  wasn’t  
so .   I t  wasn’t  so  because  i t  couldn’t  be  so .   
(Konig  & Traugot t  1982:175)  
 
The conceptual  informat ion of  yet  funct ions  to  s t ress  the  contras t  be tween the  
proposi t ion P and the  proposi t ion Q and passes  on the  informat ion tha t  P and 
Q are  t ruthful  a t  the  same t ime whi le  they are  d i ff icul t  to  be compat ible .   The 
precedent  divis ion ‘ i t  was so ’ i s  incompat ible  wi th the  success ive  one ‘ i t  
wasn’t  so . ’  Therefore ,  yet  matches  th is  k ind of  context .   On the  o ther  hand,  
the  conceptual  informat ion of  s t i l l ,  C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O  C H A N G E,  amounts  to  te l l  
the  hearer  tha t  the  event  ment ioned r ight  before  can be taken as  a  factor  that  
might  change i t .   I t  might  be  poss ible  to  think the  pr ior  par t  ‘ i t  was  so ’ as  an  
e lement  which can put  the  s i tuat ion  fol lowing i t  ‘ i t  wasn’t  so ’ into  another  
s i tuat ion,  but  this  context  has  no connect ion wi th the  consequence  that  
nothing changes .   I f  he  t r ied  to  te l l  the  t ru th ,  the  behavior  wi l l  be  an  e lement  
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that  can change the  s i tuat ion where  he  did  not  te l l  the  t ru th .   However,  i f  he  
to ld  the  t ru th ,  there  would be  no s i tuat ion where  he  did  not .   For  that  reason,  
s t i l l  i s  not  appropr ia te  in  this  example .  
 
6.5 .3 .  On Co-occurrence However ,  Sti l l  and Yet  
I t  could be  because of  the  combinat ion of  the  procedural  informat ion and 
conceptual  informat ion that  but  s t i l l  and but  yet  are  okay.   On another  f ront ,  
in  the  combinat ion of  however＋ s t i l l /ye t ,  they a l l  have conceptual  informat ion 
and the  combinat ion  i s  redundant .   That  i s  why the  combinat ions  are  less  
acceptable .  
Let  us  look a t  the  next  examples .   With  regard  to  the  poss ibi l i ty  of  the  
combinat ion of  s t i l l  and however ,  i t  d i ffers  depending on whether  s t i l l  and  
however  a re  next  to  each other  or  s t i l l  appears  in  adverb  posi t ion separa ted  
from however .   This  k ind of  cases  can be  captured by the  hypothesis  that  
s t i l l  has  the  conceptual  informat ion.  
The scope of  s t i l l  a t  the  beginning of  a  sentence  is  the  whole  sentence  
and s t i l l  does  not  take  on temporal  meaning,  and there  wi l l  be  only  
interpreta t ion  of  adversat ive  s t i l l  der ived f rom i ts  conceptual  informat ion  
C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O  C H A N G E,   tha t  i s ,  ‘ the  s i tuat ion does  not  change even i f  the  
event  ment ioned ahead can be  a  factor  that  wi l l  change i t . ’  
 
(56)   a  The hote l  was  ter r ib le .  Sti l l ,  we were  lucky wi th  the  weather.  




c.  *The hote l  was terr ible .  However,  s t i l l ,  we were  lucky wi th  the  
weather.  
d .  ?The hote l  was  ter r ib le .  However ,  we were  st i l l  lucky wi th  the  
weather.  
(57)   I f  the  hote l  was  ter r ib le ,  the  t r ip  would be  ter r ib le .  
 
In  the  example  (56) ,  s t i l l  requires  the  awareness  in  advance,  ’we were  lucky  
wi th  the  weather. ’  The conceptual  meaning of  s t i l l  C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O  
C H A N G E  leads  the  hearer  to  the  impl ica ture  shown in  (58)  a long wi th the  
assumption (57) .  
 
(58)  The speaker  t r ies  to  make the  hearer  remember the  good points  of  the  t r ip  
and to  say i t  was  not  so  ter r ib le .  
 
Meanwhi le ,  the  conceptual  meaning of  however  te l l s  that  something that  
does  not  go together  wi l l  be  said by the  segment  fol lowing however ,  whi le  the  
preceding proposi t ion should  be  aff i rmed.   The hearer  access  the  assumpt ion  
(57)  based on the  previous  segment ,  which is  not  indicated by however .   
From the  conceptual  meaning of  however  and the  assumpt ion in  (57) ,  the  
interpreta t ion  (59)  comes about .   
 
(59)   I t  i s  t rue  that  the  hote l  i s  terr ib le ,  but  the  t r ip  was  not  so  ter r ible .  
 
Plus ,  in  this  example ,  i t  can  be  sa id  that  the  fac t  of  being blessed wi th  a  f ine  
weather  dur ing the  t r ip  i s  o ld  information the  speaker  and the  hearer  share  
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f rom the words ,  ‘we were lucky wi th  the  weather . ’  Thus ,  however  g ives  the  
impress ion of  the  speaker ’s  reminding the  hearer  of  a  good point  of  the  t r ip  
jus t  l ike  s t i l l .   
In  this  way,  the  assumpt ions  which the  hearer  accesses  based on the  
pr ior  context  are  the  same,  and the  combinat ion of  them i s  redundant  in  that  
the  speaker  makes  the  hearer  remember  the  meri t  of  the  t r ip .   That  i s  the  
reason they are  di ff icul t  to  co-occur.  
In  the  case  of  however’s  preceding s t i l l  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence ,  
the  scope of  s t i l l  i s  a  verb phrase  and s t i l l  has  both  adversat ive  and temporal  
readings.   Therefore ,  the  combinat ion  of  them is  less  acceptable  because  of  
the  redundancy,  but  i t  i s  not  ungrammatical .  
Now,  the  conceptual  informat ion of  yet  funct ions  to  s t ress  the  contras t  
be tween the  proposi t ions  P and Q and te l l s  the  hearer  that  they are  both  
veracious  though P and Q is  d i ff icul t  to  go together.   What  we should  be  
careful  here  is  that  yet  does not  have  a  di rec t  connect ion to  the  e l iminat ion of  
the  inferred assumption.   On the  other  hand,  the  conceptual  meaning of  
however aff i rms the  previous message and te l l s  the  hearer  that  the  message 
fol lowing however  wil l  be  unexpected,  judging f rom the der ived assumpt ion.   
The example  (7)  wi l l  be  quoted in  (60)  again here .  
 
(60)  A:   She’s  qui te  in te l l igent .  
a .  *However,  yet  she’s  not  real ly  what  the  depar tment  needs  a t  the  
moment .   
b .  ??Yet ,  however,  she’s  not  real ly  what  the  depar tment  needs  a t  the  
moment .  
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(61)  I f  she  i s  qui te  intel l igent ,  we should  appoint  her  to  the  pos i t ion .  
 
On the  bas is  of  the  conceptual  informat ion of  however  and the  assumption  
(61)  y ie lded by the  precedent  segment ,  the  in terpre tat ion (62)  wi l l  accrue .  
 
(62)  I t  i s  t rue  tha t  she  i s  qui te  inte l l igent ,  but  we should  not  appoint  her  to  the  
posi t ion.  
 
The conceptual  informat ion of  yet  wil l  yie ld  the  interpreta t ion (63)  together  
wi th the  assumpt ion (62) .   
 
(63) I t  i s  a  good reason we should appoint  her  to  the  posi t ion that  she is  
qui te  in te l l igent ,  but  i t  i s  a lso  a  good reason we should  not  that  she’s  
not  rea l ly  what  the  depar tment  needs  a t  the  moment .  
 
In  both  cases ,  the  assumpt ions  that  the  hearer  wi l l  access  are  the  same.   In  
addi t ion to  that ,  i t  i s  redundant  that  B’s  ut terance  aff i rms A’s  s ta tement  and 
that  B’s  message cont radic ts  A’s  according to  the  assumpt ion infer red  from 
A’s  words .   Those  make the  combinat ion of  them less  acceptable .   
 
6.6 .  Summary 
Relevance Theory showed that  the  adversa t ive  connect ives  have the  
procedural  informat ion of  contradic t ion and el imination of  an  assumpt ion.   
As problems wi th  those  previous  s tudies ,  I  pointed out  that  they cannot  
capture  the  lower  acceptabi l i ty  of  ‘however  s t i l l ’ and ‘however  ye t ’ even  
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though but  has  many funct ions  in  common wi th  however ,  and ‘but  s t i l l ’ and 
‘but  ye t ’ are  grammat ica l  and no problem.   This  problem could  be  solved by 
the  explanat ion that  but  has  procedural  informat ion and s t i l l ,  yet ,  however  
have conceptual  informat ion.  
St i l l  carr ies  the  conceptual  informat ion C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O  C H A N G E,  and 
yet  holds  the  conceptual  informat ion S I G N I F I C A N T C O N T R A S T.   Accordingly,  
the  combinat ions  of  ‘but  s t i l l ’ and ‘but  yet ’ are  a l l  r ight .   However  conta ins  
the  conceptual  informat ion H O W E V E R  T R U E  T H AT M AY B E .   I t  impl ies  that  the  
pr ior  proposi t ion should be  aff i rmed and te l ls  the  hearer  tha t  a  contras t ing  
thing wi l l  be  said  af ter  that .   As for  the  combinat ions  of  ‘however,  s t i l l ’ and 
‘however  yet , ’ each of  them has  di fferent  conceptual  informat ion,  but  the  
interpreta t ions ,  which each of  them helps  the  hearer  to  get ,  are  a lmost  the  
same.   Because  of  that ,  they are  considered to  be  redundant .   Therefore ,  







The purpose  of  this  research  i s  to  reconsider  and crysta l l ize  funct ions  of  the  
adversat ive  coordinate  conjunct ion but  and the other  discourse  connect ives ,  
however,  s t i l l  and yet ,  based on Relevance Theory.   In  Relevance  theory,  
there  are  two types  of  meaning;  the  conceptual  and the  procedural .   I t  i s  
assumed that  the  connect ives  bear  procedural  informat ion.   However,  I  made 
an asser t ion that  adversat ive  connect ives  s t i l l ,  yet ,  and  however  should  have  
conceptual  informat ion.  
To accomplish  the  goal  of  my research:  to  reconsider  and crys ta l l ize  
funct ions  of  adversat ive  coordinate  conjunct ions  and conjunct ive  adverbs ,  
roughly  speaking,  three  main  problems were  presented .   The f i rs t  quest ion  i s  
why however  i s  more res t r ic ted than but .   The second quest ion is  what  makes  
i t  possible  tha t  adversa t ive  connect ives  however,  s t i l l  and yet  can be  used wi th  
the  co-ordinate  conjunct ion but .   The th i rd  quest ion is  whether  however  in  
the  middle  of  the  sentence has  another  funct ion.  
In  chapter  2 ,  I  reviewed the  previous  s tudies  on the  coordinate  
conjunct ion but .   Making invest igat ion of  l i tera ture  on but ,  I  found that  I ten  
(2005)  provides  a  persuas ive  proposal .   I  used I ten’s  (2005)  proposal  in  order  
to  analyze  examples  of  the  co-occurrence of  other  adversat ive  connect ives  
however,  s t i l l  and yet .   I ten’s  (2005)  hypothesis  i s  shown below.  
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(1)The funct ions  of  but  
What  fol lows (Q)  cont radicts  and e l iminates  an assumpt ion tha t  i s  
manifes t  in  the  context .                          ( I ten  2005:147)  
 
As the previous  s tudies  in  Relevance Theory,  Blakemore’s  (2002)  and 
Schourup’s  (2005)  analyses  took up on funct ions  of  but  and  however  in  
Chapter  3 .   They assumed that  but  and however  both  encode procedural  
informat ion that  guides  the  reader / l i stener  to  the  inference  which ends in  
contradic t ion and e l iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.   Only  however  has  the  
fol lowing context  speci f icat ion.  
 
(2)  The assumpt ion A is  inferent ia l ly  cont ingent  on the  expl ic i t  content  of  a  
previous ut terance segment .   However  a ff i rms this  content  to  ensure  i t s  
avai labi l i ty  for  der iving A.                   (Schourup 2005:102)  
 
Where  does  this  context  speci f ica t ion come from?  My proposal  could  give  
an  answer  to  the  quest ion .   I  hypothes ized that  the  conceptual  informat ion of  
however  i s  H O W E V E R  T R U E  T H AT M AY B E .   The pronoun ‘ that ’ connects  the  
segment  which has  however to  the  one fol lowed by i t .   My a l ternat ive  
suggest ion is  below.  
 
(3)  He didn’t  l ike  the  food.   However,  [However true that  may be] ,  he  
didn’t  complain  about  i t .  (Quirk  et  al .  1985:641)  
 
The objects  of  the  previous  s tudies  in  Relevance Theory are  funct ions  of  
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discourse  connect ives  in  ra ther  shor t  d iscourse  segments ,  of ten  even only  
looking a t  u t terance pai rs .   I  a rgued that  i t  i s  more s igni f icant  to  capture  the  
funct ions  of  d iscourse  connect ives  not  f rom a  local  v iewpoint  but  from a  
global  one,  based on Crupi  (2004)  and Lenk (1998) .   I  indicated  tha t  there  
are  some cases  tha t  those  previous  s tudies  cannot  expla in .   Some examples  of  
Change of  Topics  and Floor-Holding Device  provided by Lenk (1998)  are  
problemat ic  to  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005) .   I  showed that  my 
a l ternat ive  proposal  could  cover  such examples .  
 
(4)  Contr ibut ion of  Conceptual  Informat ion of  However  
    a .  Denial  of  Expecta t ion 
However  guarantees  a  re levance to  the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  preceding 
segment  and di rects  the  readers / l i s teners  to  take i t  as  t ru th .   A 
cont radict ing assumption der ived f rom what  precedes  i t .   The segment  
which contains  however  conveys  the  speaker ’s  or  wri ter ’s  argument .   
Accordingly,  the  informat ion is  s t ronger  than the  contradic t ing 
assumpt ion,  and then the  la t ter  wi l l  be  e l iminated .  
    b .  Change of  Topics /  Floor-Holding Device  
However  guarantees  a  re levance to  the  expl ic i t  content  of  the  preceding 
segment  and aff i rms the  content .   Unl imited poss ibi l i t ies  emerge f rom 
the  context ,  and they wil l  be  reserved because  they are  not  manifes t  
enough to  be  e l iminated.    
 
Another  problem with  Blakemore  (2002)  and Schourup (2005)  i s  that  
they cannot  expla in  the  co-occurrence  of adversa t ive  connect ives  c lear ly.   
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That  i ssue  was  discussed in  chapter  4  and 6  and I  made an  a l ternat ive  
proposal .    
 
(5)  1． But  has  procedural  informat ion.  
2． However,  s t i l l ,  and yet  have conceptual  informat ion.  
 
     In  chapter  6 ,  I  c la imed that  but  has  procedural  informat ion,  and s t i l l ,  yet  
and however  have conceptual  informat ion.   Relevance Theory showed that  
the  adversa t ive  connect ives  have the  procedural  informat ion of  contradic t ion 
and el iminat ion of  an  assumpt ion.   As problems with  those  previous  s tudies ,  
I  indica ted  that  they cannot  capture  the  lower  acceptabi l i ty  of  ‘however  s t i l l ’ 
and ‘however  yet ’ even though but  has  many funct ions  in  common with  
however ,  and ‘but  s t i l l ’ and ‘but  ye t’ are  grammatical  and no problem.   This  
problem could  be  solved by the  explanat ion that  but  has  procedural  
informat ion,  and s t i l l ,  yet  and however  have conceptual  informat ion .  
St i l l  carr ies  the  conceptual  informat ion C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O  C H A N G E,  and 
yet  holds  the  conceptual  informat ion S I G N I F I C A N T C O N T R A S T.   The core  
meanings  of  them were  proposed by Crupi  (2004) .  
 
(6)  St i l l  in  both i t s  adverbia l  and conjunct ive  roles  demonst ra tes  a  contras t  
semant ic  value  of  C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E.        (Crupi  2004:136)  
(7)  St i l l  in t roduces  informat ion that  i s  contrary  to  the  most  recent  contextual  
assumptions ,  but  connected to  informat ion that  has  been presented a t  
some ear l ier  point  in  the  text  or  to  common knowledge a l ready avai lable  
to  the  reader.    (op.c i t . :120)  
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(8)   Yet ,  S I G N I F I C A N T C O N T R A S T between informat ion A and informat ion B.  
(Crupi  2004:138)  
(9)  1 .  Both  components  of  the  contras t  must  be  expl ici t ly  present  in  a  text  
containing yet  in  order  for  that  context  to  be  character ized as  
conjunct ive .  
2 .  Where  only  one component  of  an  impl ied  contras t  i s  present  in  the  text ,  
yet  i s  ranked as  an  adverb.  (op.ci t . :163)  
 
I  suggested that  the  posi t ioning of  s t i l l  can change the  scope of  i t .   The 
adversa t ive  meaning and temporal  meaning wi l l  be  caused f rom the  di fference  
of  the  scope.  
 
(10)  The const i tuent  or  a  par t  of  the  const i tuent  preceded by  s t i l l  i s  in  i t s  
scope  and is  interpreted as  focus  which speci f ies  the  par t  of  
C O N T I N U AT I O N,  N O C H A N G E,  despi te  the  E X P L I C I T or  I M P L I C I T preceded 
segment .  
 
Accordingly,  the  combinat ions  of  ‘but  s t i l l’ and ‘but  ye t ’ are  a l l  r ight .   
However  conta ins  the  conceptual  informat ion H O W E V E R  T R U E  T H AT M AY B E.   I t  
impl ies  that  the  pr ior  proposi t ion  should be aff i rmed and te l l s  the  hearer  tha t  a  
cont ras t ing thing wi l l  be  said af ter  tha t .   As  for  the  combinat ions  of  ‘however,  
s t i l l ’ and ‘however  yet , ’ each of  them has  di fferent  conceptual  informat ion,  
but  the  in terpreta t ions ,  which each of  them helps  the  hearer  to  ge t ,  are  a lmos t  
the  same.   Because of  that ,  they are  considered to  be  redundant .   Therefore ,  
they are  less  acceptable .   
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There  i s  one  more  problem:  i t  i s  imposs ible  for  any previous  s tudies  to  
expla in  what  the  di fference between “but  however…” and “but  …however  i s .”   
To expl ica te  such a  subt le  di fference ,  I  t r ied  to  apply  scope theory  of  adverbs  
to  tha t  of  conjunct ive  adverbs  in  chapter  4 .   
 
(11)  However  in  sentence- internal  posi t ion emphasizes  the  par t  which i s  




Andersen ,  Gi s le  (1998) .   “The  P rag ma t ic  Maker  L ike  f rom Re levance -Theore t i c  
Pe r spec t ive ,”  Discourse  Markers :  Descr ip t ions  and  Theory ,  ed .  by  Andreas  H.  
Jucker  and  Yea l  Z iv,  p147-170 ,  John  Ben jamins ,  Amste rda m.  
Be l l ,  M.  Dav id .  (2004) .   “Cor re la t ive  and  non -co r re la t ive  ‘on  the  o the r  hand , ’ ”  
Journa l  o f  Pragmat i cs  36   p2179-2184  
Blakemore ,  Diane .  (1987) .  Seman t ic  Cons t ra in t s  on  Re l evance .  Oxfo rd :  B lackwel l .  
B lake more ,  Diane .  (1992) .  Unders tand ing  Ut terances :  an  In t roduc t ion  to  
Pragmat i c s .   Oxfo rd ,  U .K. :  B lackwe l l .  (Takeuch i ,  Mich iko  and  Ya mazak i ,  
E i i ch i .  t r ans .  (1994) .  Hi to  ha  Ha t suwa  wo  Do  Rika i  Su ru  ka :  Kanrense i  R i ron  
Nyu mon .  Tokyo:  Hi t su j i  Shobou)  
Blake more ,  Diane .  (2000) .  “ Ind ica to r s  and  P rocedures :  Never the le s s  and  Bu t , ”  J .  
L ingu i s t i c s  36 .  p463 -486 .  Ca mbr idge :  Ca mbr idge  Unive r s i t y  P ress .  
B lake more ,  Diane .  (2002) .  Relevance  and  L ingu i s t i c  Mean ing :  The  Semant i cs  and  
Pragmat i c s  o f  Di scourse  Markers .  Ca mbr idge :  Ca mbr idge  Unive r s i t y  P re s s .  
B lake more ,  D .  and  Cars ton ,  R .  (2005)  “The  p rag mat i cs  o f  sen ten t i a l  coord ina t ion  
wi th  and , ”  L ingua  115  p569-589  
Blake more ,  Diane .  (2007) .  “Cons t ra in t s ,  concep t s ,  and  p rodecu ra l  encod ing .”   In  
Bur ton -Robe r t s ,  Noe l .  ( ed . )  Pragmat i c s .  P45-66  (Pa lg rave  advances  i n  
l ingu i s t i c s )  New York  :  Pa lg rave  Mac mi l l an  
Breu l ,  Ca r s t en .  (2004) .  Focus  St ruc ture  i n  Genera t i ve  Grammar .  Amste rda m:  John  
Ben ja mins .  
Chafe ,  L .  Wa l l ace .  (1976) .   “GIVENNESS,  CONTRASTIVENESS,  DEFINITENESS,  
SUBJECTS,  TOPICS,  AND POINT OF VIEW,”  Sub jec t  and  Top ic .   p27-55 .   
Cha r le s  N .  L i .  ed .   New York :  Acade mic  Press  
 234 
Cars ton .  R .  and  Uch ida ,  S .  eds .  (1998) .  Relevance  Theory  App l i ca t ions  and  
Imp l i ca t ions .   Amste rda m/Ph i l ade lph ia :  John  Ben jamins  Pub l i sh ing  Co mpany.  
Cars ton ,  Robyn .  (2002)  Though t s  and  Ut terances :  The  Pragmat ics  o f  Exp l i c i t  
Commun ica t ion .  Oxford :  B lackwel l .  
Copperud  Roy  H.  (1980) .  Amer ican  Usage  and  Sty le :  the  Consensus .  New York :  Van   
Nos t rand  Re inho ld .  
Coupe r-Kuhlen ,  E l i zabe th .  and  Kor t mann ,  Be rnd .  eds .  (2000) .  Top ics  i n  Eng l i sh  
L ingu i s t i c s ;33  Cause -Cond i t i on -Concess ion-Con t ras t :  Cogn i t i ve  and  Di scourse  
Perspec t i ves .  Ber l in ;  New York :  Mouton  de  Gruy te r.  
Crup i ,  Cha r l ene  Dee .  (2004) .  But  St i l l  and  Ye t :  The  Ques t  For  a  Cons tan t  Semant ic  
Va lue  For  Eng l i sh  YET.   Ed  Doc  d i s se r t a t ion ,  Gradua te  Schoo l  o f  Educa t ion ,  
Ru tge r s  Un ive r s i t y.  Janua ry.  
Grice ,  H .  P.  (1975) .  “Log ic  and  Conve rsa t ion . ”   In  P.  Co le  and  J .  Morgan  (eds . )  
Syn tax  and  Semant ics  vo l .3 ,  New York :   Acade mic  p ress .  p41 -58 .  Rep r in ted  in  
Gr ice  (1989) .  p22 -40 .  
Ha i man ,  John .  (1978) .   “CONDITIONALS ARE TOPICS,”  Language:  Journa l  o f  the  
L ingu i s t i c  Soc i e t y  o f  Amer i ca .  Volu me  54 ,  Nu mber  3 .   p565 -589  
Ha l l ,  A l i son .  (2004) .  “The  mean ing  o f  bu t :  a  p rocedu ra l  r eana lys i s . ”  UCLWPL 16 ,  
p199-236 .  
Ha l l ,  A l i son .  (2007) .  “Do  d i scou rse  connec t ives  encode  concep t s  o r  p rocedu res? ,”  
L ingua  117  (1 ) ,  p149-174 .  
Ha l l iday,  M.A.K.  and  Hassan .（ 1976）.  Cohes ion  in  Eng l i sh .  London :  Longman .  (Ando ,  
Sadao ,  e t  a l . ,  t r ans .  (1997) .  Tekusu to  ha  Donoyo  n i  Kose i  Sareru  ka   Tokyo :  
H i t su j i shobo)  
Ha l l iday,  M.A.K.  (1985) .   An In t roduc t ion  to  Func t iona l  Grammar.  London :  Edward  
 235 
Arnold .  
Higash i mi r i ,  I sao .  (1992) .   ‘BUT/YET/STILL and  Re levance  Theo ry ’  Nar i ta  
Yosh imi tu  Kyo jyu  Kanrek i  Shukuga  Rombunshu .  Tokyo :  E ihosha .  p333-54   
Higash i mi r i ,  I sao  and  Yosh i mura ,  Akiko .  (2002) .  Kanrense i  R i ron  no  Sh in tenka i  
N inch i  to  Communica t ion .  Tokyo:  Kenkyusha .  
Horn ,  Laurence .  (2007) .  “Neo-g r i cean  p rag ma t i c s :  a  man ichaean  man i fes to , ”  
Pragmat i c s .  Pa lg rave  advances  i n  l ingu i s t i c s .  ed .  By  Bur ton -Robe r t s ,  Noe l .  Ne w 
York :  Pa lg rave  Mac mi l l an  
I t en  Cor inne .  (2000)  ‘Non-Tru th -Cond i t iona l ’ Mean ing ,  Re levance  and  Concess i ves .   
Un ive r s i t y  o f  London  PhD thes i s .  
I t en ,  Cor inne .  (2005) .  Lingu i s t i c  Mean ing ,  Tru th  Cond i t i ons  and  Re levance  the  Case  
o f  Concess i ves .  Ha mpsh i re ,  New York ;  Pa lg rave  Mac mi l l an .  
Ja mes  C .  Fe rna ld ,  L .  H.  D .  (1904) .  Connec t i ve s  o f  Eng l i sh  Speech .  New York  an d  
London :  FUNK & WAGNALLS COMPANY.  
Jucke r,  Andreas  H.  and  Z iv,  Yae l .  ed .  (1998) .  Discourse  Markers  Descr ip t ions  and  
Theory.  Amste rda m/ Ph i l ade lph ia :  John  Ben ja mins  Pub l i sh ing  Company.  
Konig ,  E .  and  E .C .  Traugo t t  (1982) .   “D ive rgence  and  appa ren t  convergence  in  the  
deve lop me nt  o f  Ye t  and  STILL.”   Proceed ings  o f  the  E igh th  Annua l  Mee t ing  o f  
the  Berke l ey  L ingu i s t i c s  Soc ie t y ,  13-15  February ,  170 -179 .  ed i t ed  by  Monica  
Macau lay. . .  [ e t  a l . ]  Be rke l ey,  Ca l i f . :  Be rke l ey  L ingu i s t i c s  Soc i e ty  Vol .8 ,  
Un ive r s i t y  o f  Ca l i fo rn ia .   
Lenk ,  Uta .  (1998) .  Mark ing  Di scourse  Coherence :  Func t ions  o f  D i scourse  Markers  in  
Spoken  Eng l i sh  (Language  in  Pe r fo rmance ,  Vo l .  15 ) .  Tueb ingen :  Gun te r  Nar r  
Ver lag .  
Marge ry  S .  Berube  e t . a l .  (1996) .  A Prac t i ca l  and  Au thor i ta t i ve  Guide  t o  
 236 
Contemporary  Eng l i sh .  Bos ton :  Hough ton  Mi ff l i n  Company.  
Michae l s ,  Lau ra  A .  (1993) .  “ ’Con t inu i ty ’ wi th in  Three  Sca l a r  Mode l s :  The  Po lysemy  
of  Adve rb i a l  St i l l , ”  Journa l  o f  Semio t i c s  10 .  Oxfo rd  Un ive r s i t y  P ress .  p193-237  
Michae l  Runde l l .  (1997) .  Longman  Essen t ia l  Ac t ia tor.   Addi son  Wes ley  Longman .  
Ota ,  Yuko .  (2004) .  “On  the  Func t ion  o f  However  i n  t he  Midd le  o f  a  Sen tence , ”   
Summaries  o f  the  Papers  Presen ted  to  the  7 t h  Genera l  Mee t ing  (Konan  Women’s  
Un ive r s i t y,  Hyogo ,  Dece mber  11 ,  2004)   The  Prag ma t ic s  Soc i e ty  o f  Japan  
Ota ,  Yuko . (2005) .   “On  the  Func t ion  o f  Adve rb ia l  Con junc t ion  However -On  
Di ffe rences  be tween  the  Con junc t ion  But - , ”  Summaries  o f  the  Papers  Presen ted  
to  the  12 t h  Genera l  Mee t ing  (Tohoku  Un ive r s i t y,  Miyag i ,  June  11 ,  2005)  Tohoku  
Un ive r s i t y  Soc i e ty  fo r  In t e rna t iona l  Cu l tu ra l  Stud i es  
Ota ,  Yuko .  (2006) .   “On  the  Func t ion  o f  Adverb i a l  Con junc t ion  However , ”  
Journa l  o f  In t e rna t iona l  Cu l tu ra l  Stud ie s  Vol .12 .  Tohoku  Univers i t y  Soc i e ty  fo r  
In te rna t iona l  Cu l tu ra l  Stud ies   p193-207  
Ota ,  Yuko .  (2007) .   “On  Adve rsa t ive  Discou rse  Connec t ives  But ,  However,  St i l l  and  
Ye t , ”  Summar ie s  o f  the  Papers  Presen ted  to  the  14 t h  Genera l  Mee t ing  (Tohoku  
Un ive r s i t y,  Miyag i ,  June  30 ,  2007)  
Ota ,  Yuko .  (2007) .  “On  Adve r sa t ive  Di scou rse  Connec t ives  But ,  However,  St i l l  and  
Ye t  ―Procedura l  Mean ing  and  Concep tua l  Mean ing― , ”  Journa l  o f  In terna t iona l  
Cu l tu ra l  Stud i es  Vol .14 .  Tohoku  Un ive r s i t y  Soc ie t y  fo r  In te rna t iona l  Cu l tu ra l  
Stud i es .  p155-167  
Pr ince ,  E l l en .  (1998) .  “On  the  l i mi t s  o f  syn tax ,  wi th  r e fe rence  to  Lef t -Dis loca t ion  
and  Top ica l i za t ion .”  In  Cu l i cove r,  P.  and  McNal ly,  L . ,  ed s .  Syn tax  and  semant i cs .  
Vo l .  29 .  The  l imi t s  o f  syn tax .  NY:  Acade mic  P ress ,  p281-302 .   
Qu i rk  Rando lph .  (1975) .   A re ference  grammar  fo r  s tuden t s  o f  Eng l i sh .  London :   
 237 
Long man  Group  L i mi ted .  
     A Comprehens i ve  Grammar  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Language .  London  and  New York :   
Ranger,  Graha m.  (2007)   “Con t inu i ty  and  Discon t inu i ty  in  d i scou rse :   No tes  on  YET 
and  STILL,”  Connec t i ves  as  Di scourse  Landmarks .   ed .  by  Agnes  Ce l l e  and  Ruth  
Huar t .  Un ive r s i t y  o f  Pa r i s -Dide ro t .   Amste rda m/Ph i l ade lph ia .   John  Ben ja mins  
Pub l i sh ing  Co mpany.  p177-194  
Riebe r,  S .  (1997) .   “Conven t iona l  Imp l ica tu res  a s  t ac i t  pe r fo rma t ives . ”   Lingu i s t i c s  
and  Ph i lo sophy  20 ,  p51 -72 .  
Rudo lph ,  E l i sabe th .  (1996) .   Cont ras t—adversa t i ve  and  Concess ive  Re la t ions  and  
the i r  Expres s ions  i n  Eng l i sh ,  German ,  Span i sh ,  Por tuguese  on  Sen tence  and  Tex t  
Leve l .   Be r l in ,  New York :  Wal t e r  de  Gruy te r  
Schourup ,  Lawrence .  (2005) .  “A Re levance -Theore t i c  Ana lys i s  o f  However . ”  Journa l  
o f  the  L ingu i s t i c  Soc i e ty  o f  Japan  No .127  the  L ingu i s t i c  Soc ie ty  o f  Japan  p83－
114  
Sh i r i f f i n ,  Deborah .  (1987) .  Discourse  Markers .   Cambr idge :  Ca mbr idge  Unive r s i t y  
P ress .  
Sperbe r,  D .  and  Wi l son ,  D .  (1986 /1995) .  Relevance:  Communica t ion  and  Cogn i t i on .  
Oxfo rd :   Ba lckwel l .    
St runk ,  Wi l l i a m,  J r. ,  and  E .  B .  Whi te .  (1979) .  The  E lemen t s  o f  St y l e .  3 rd .  ed .  Ne w 
York :  Macmi l l an .  (Ara take ,  Sabu rou .  t r ans .  (1985) .  Eigo  Bunsho  Ru le  Book .  
Tokyo :  Ara take  Shuppan . )   
Umbach ,  Ca r l a  (2001)  “Con t ra s t  and  Con t ras t ive  Top ic , ”  a t  the  ESSLLI  2001  
Workshop  on  In fo rma t ion  St ruc ture ,  Discourse  St ruc tu re  and  Di scourse  
Seman t i cs .  
Umbach ,  Car l a .  (2004) .  “On  the  Not ion  o f  Con t ras t  i n  In fo rmat ion  St ruc tu re  and  
 238 
Discou rse . ”   Journa l  o f  Semant i cs  21  (2 ) ,  p155-175 .  
Umbach ,  Car la .  (2005) .  “Con t ra s t  and  in fo rma t ion  s t ruc tu re :  a  focus -based  ana lys i s  
o f  bu t . ”   Lingu i s t i c s  43  (1 ) ,  p207–232 .  
I sao  Higash i mor i  and  Wi l son ,  Deurd re  (1996)  “Ques t ions  on  Re levance ,”  UCL 
Work ing  Papers  in  L ingu i s t i c s  8 .  p1 -14  
Wi l son  and  Sperbe r  (1993)  ‘LINGUISTIC FORM AND RELEVANCE, ’  L ingua  90 .  
p1-25  
Wi l son ,  D.  and  D .  Spe rbe r  (2002)  "Re levance  Theory" .  UCL Work ing  Papers  in  
L ingu i s t i c s  14 :  p249 -290 .  
Wi l son ,  D .  & Cars ton ,  R .  (2007) .   “A un i t a ry  app roach  to  l ex ica l  p rag ma t ic s :   
r e l evance ,  in f e rence  and  ad  hoc  concep t s . ”   In  Bur ton -Rober t s ,  Noe l .  ( ed . )  
Pragmat ic s .  p230-259  (Pa lg rave  advances  in  l i ngu i s t i c s )  New York  :  Pa lg rave  
Mac mi l l an  
 
D ic t ionar ies :  
Ando,  Sadao  and  Ono  Takah i ro .  (1993) .  Se i se i  Bumpo  Yogo  J i t en  –Cho msky  R i ron  no  
Sa i sh in  Jyoho .  Tokyo :  Ta i shukan .  
Arak i ,  Kazuo ,  Onu ma ,  Masah iko  and  Toyo ta ,  Masanor i .  (1985) .  Wr i t e r ’s  Gu ide  t o  
Eng l i sh  Usage .  2nd  ed .  Tokyo :  Kenkyusha  
Arak i ,  Kazuo .  ed .  (1986) .  A Comprehens i ve  Gu ide  to  Eng l i sh  Usage  to  Eng l i sh  Usage  
and  Abusage .  Tokyo :  Kenkyusha .  
Arak i ,  Kazuo  and  Yasu i ,  Mino ru .  eds .  (1992) .  Sanse ido ’s  New Dic t ionary  o f  Eng l i sh  
Grammar.  Tokyo :  Sanse ido .  
Arak i ,  Kazuo ,  ed .  (1997) .  A New Comprehens ive  Guide  t o  Eng l i sh  Grammar.  Tokyo :  
Kenkyusha .  
 239 
Douglas  B ibe r  e t . a l .  (1999) .  Longman  grammar  o f  spoken  and  wr i t t en  Eng l i sh .  
London :  Pe r son  Educa t ion  L i mi ted .  
Ga rne r,  B ryan  A.  (1998) .  A Dic t ionary  o f  Modern  Amer ican  Usage .  New York :  Oxfo rd  
Un ive r s i ty  P ress .   
Greenbau m,  S idney.  (1969) .  Stud ie s  in  Eng l i sh  Adverb ia l  Usage .  London :  Long mans .  
(Gunsh i ,  Tosh io  and  Suzuk i ,  E i i ch i .  Trans .  (1983) .  Greenbaum Eigo  Fukush i  no  
Yoho .  Tokyo :  Kenkyusha . )  
Greenbau m,  S idney.  (1990) .  A Studen t ’s  Grammar  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Language .  1 s t  ed .  
London :  Long man .  
Hudd le s ton  & Pu l lum (2002)  Cambr idge  Grammar  o f  Eng l i sh  Language  
i nco l labora t ion  w i th  Laur ie  Bauer  . . .  [ e t  a l . ]  Cambr idge ,  UK;  New York :  
Ca mbr idge  Unive r s i ty  P res s  
Inoue ,  Yosh iak i .  ed .  (1960) .  A Dic t ionary  o f  Eng l i sh  and  Amer i can  Usage .  Tokyo :  
Ka i t akusha .  
Kenne th  G.  Wi l son .  (1993) .   The  Columbia  Gu ide  t o  Standard  Amer ican  Eng l i sh .   
New York :  COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY PRESS 
Noah  Po r te r  ed .  (1913)  Webs te r ' s  Rev i sed  Unabr idged  Dic t ionary.  Spr ingf i e ld ,  Mass :  
G  & C .  Mer r i a m Co .  
P i cke t t ,  Jo seph  P.  e t  a l .  (2000) .  The  Amer ican  Her i tage  Dic t ionary  o f  t he  Eng l i sh  
Language .   Fou r th  ed i t i on .   Bos ton :  Hough ton  Mi ff l in  Co mpany.  
Otsuka ,  Takanobu  ed .  (1969) .  Wri te r ’s  Guide  to  Eng l i sh  Usage .  Tokyo :  Kenkyusha .  
Qu i rk  Rando lph ,  S idney  Greenbau m,  Geoff rey  Leech ,  Jan  Svar tv ik .  (1985) .  
     A Comprehens i ve  Grammar  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Language .  London  and  New York :  
Long man  
Qu i rk  Rando lph  and  S idney  Greenbau m.  (1973 . )  A Un ivers i t y  Grammar  o f  Engl i sh .  
 240 
London :  Long man .  
Swan ,  Michae l .  (1980) .  Prac t i ca l  Eng l i sh  Usage .  1 s t  ed .  Oxfo rd ;  New York :  Oxfo rd  
Un ivers i t y  P ress .  (Kaneko ,  Mino ru ,  Hi rose ,  Kazuk iyo  and  Ya mada ,  Ta i j i .  (1985) .  
Oxford  J i t sure i  Genda i  E igo  Yoho  J i t en .  1 s t  ed .  Tokyo:  Oxfo rd  Un ive r s i t y  P res s . )  
Swan ,  Michae l .  (2009) .  Prac t i ca l  Eng l i sh  Usage .  3 rd  ed .  Oxfo rd ;  New York :  Oxfo rd  
Un ive r s i ty  P ress .   
Takebayash i ,  Sh ige ru  (2002) .  KENKYUSHA NEW ENGLISH-JAPANESE DICTIONARY .  
The  3d  ed .  Tokyo :  Kenkyusha  
Tho mson ,  Audrey  Jean .  and  Mar t ine t ,  Agnes  V.  (1986)  Prac t i ca l  Eng l i sh  Grammar.  
4th  ed .  Oxford :  Oxfo rd  Un ive r s i ty  P res s .  (Egawa  Ta i i ch i rou .  Trans .  (1988) .  
J i t su re i  E ibumpo .  The  3d  ed .  Tokyo :  Oxfo rd  Un ive r s i ty  P res s . )  
Tono ,  Yuk io .  (2003) .  Long man  Dic t iona ry  o f  Con tempora ry  Eng l i sh ,  the  4 t h  ed i t ion  
Tokyo :  Ki r iha ra  sho ten  
Wi l l i a m Morr i s  ed .  (1969)  The  Amer ican  Her i tage  d ic t ionary  o f  the  Eng l i sh  language .   
Bos ton ;  New York :  Houghton  Mi ff l in .  
 
Sources  o f  L ingui s t i c  Data :  
Eng l i sh  Journa l  2003  Vo l .33  No .10  Oc tobe r.  The  Voice  o f  EJ .  Tokyo :a lc .  
Eng l i sh  Journa l  2004  Vo l .34  No .2  Feb rua ry.  The  Vo ice  o f  EJ .  Tokyo :a lc .  
Eng l i sh  Journa l  2004  Vo l .34  No .4  Apr i l .  The  Voice  o f  EJ .  Tokyo :a l c .  
Eng l i sh  Journa l  2004  Vo l .34  No .8  Augus t .  The  Voice  o f  EJ .  Tokyo :a lc .  
TIME ,  Apr i l  28 ,  2003 .  p5 -20 .  
Schourup ,  Lawrence .  (2005) .  “A Re levance -Theore t i c  Ana lys i s  o f  However . ”  Journa l  
o f  the  L ingu i s t i c  Soc i e ty  o f  Japan  No .127  the  L ingu i s t i c  Soc ie ty  o f  Japan  p83－







A Functional Approach toward Sentence Connectives in English: 
 


















指導教員 小野 尚之   教授 
宮本 正夫   教授 
 中本 武志   准教授 




談話連結詞の but、however、still、yet は反意を示す点で共通している。中でも、等位接続詞 but
と接続副詞の however には機能に多くの類似性が見られる。（論者が用例に強調を加筆） 
(1)  a. John is tall.  But Sam is short. 
 b. John is tall.  However, Sam is short.                         （Fraser 1998:302-306) 
(2)  a. John is a politician.  But, he is honest. 
      b. John is a politician.  However, he is honest.                         （ibid.) 
(3)  A: Chris is enjoying being a bachelor. 
 B:  But Chris is female. 
?B1: However, Chris is female.                                            （ibid.) 
それゆえに、何冊かの辞書では、but と however の共起は余剰性が高く容認可能性が低いとされて
いる。（4）の用例は but の直後に however が続くことは容認されないこと、直後でなくとも、容認可
能性は低いことが示されている。（論者が用例に強調を加筆） 
(4) a*You can phone the doctor if you like, but however, I very much doubt whether you will 
get him to come out on a Saturday night.  
 b.?You can phone the doctor if you like, but I very much doubt, however, whether you will 
get him to come out on a Saturday night.  (Quirk et al. 1985:646) 
 しかし、実際にはそれほど堅くない談話においては but と however の共起を確認できる。（論者が
用例に強調を加筆） 
(5) When she was only fifteen, there was a gentleman at my brother Gardiner’s in town, so 
much in love with her, that my sister-in-law was sure he would make her an offer before 
we came away.  But however he did not. 
(Jane Austen (1813/1906). Pride and Prejudice,  
p64. Edinburg: J. Grant) 
(6) The District has its killers, as critics love to note, ignoring the steady decline in homicide 
victims and the improved arrest statistics. And, yes, one murder is too many. 
But our city, however, hasn’t had anything like Wichita’s BTK murderer (bind, torture, 
kill) who terrorized that city for 30 years. 
(Washington Post; Saturday, March 12, 2005) 
このように共起が許されるということは、同じ反意を表わす言葉であっても、but と however の機能
には何らかの違いがあると考えられる。では、But と however の間のどんな違いが、（4）に示す違い
を生んでいるのか？また、but と however の共起において but と however はそれぞれどのように機能
するのか？ 
さらに、等位接続詞 but は、反意の接続副詞 still や yet との共起が可能である。（論者が用例に強
調を加筆） 
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(7)  She’s a funny girl, but yet you can’t help liking her.        (Higashimori 1992:350) 
(8)‘We’re young.  At least you are.  Every undergraduate we’ve passed today has given you 
the eye.’ ‘But still we’re not as young as Jessica and Davet.’ 
---Segal, Man         (op.cit:347) 
共起を可能にする反意の接続副詞 still、yet と but との相違点は何かを探る。 
 ところで、接続詞と違って、接続副詞は副詞と同様に文中に生起する位置が比較的に自由であるこ
とが知られている。（論者が用例に強調を加筆） 
(9)  a. However, it runs into problems with extractions which stop in the nearest COMP. 
b. It, however, runs into problems with extractions which stop in the nearest COMP. 
c. It runs, however, into problems with extractions which stop in the nearest COMP. 
d. It runs into problems with extractions which stop, however, in the nearest COMP. 













反意的接続詞の分析を行う。主として、but と however を考察する。 
 
3.研究の結果 




定を含む文脈、かつ、その認知効果が想定 A の削除を含まない文脈 
                                       (Blakemore 2002:122) 




を推論的に結びつける。                                     (Schourup 2005:102) 
第二の制約に関わるのは、butの修正(correction)と抗議(protest)の用法が howeverにはないことだ。 
(12) a.  He isn’t clever, but hardworking.                      (Blakemore 2002:110) 
b. ?He is not clever; however, hardworking.                        (op.cit.:117) 
(13)  [speaker, who is in shock, has been given a whisky] 
a.   But I don’t drink. 
b. ? However, I don’t drink.                                   (op.cit.:118) 
(14)  A :    We had a very nice lunch.  I had an excellent lobster. 
B :    But what about the money? 
B’: ? However, what about the money?                       (op.cit.:119) 
(15) A: She’s had a very difficult time this semester. 




最初の segment の否定文はその肯定文を accessible にする。そして、but の手続き的意味によって、
矛盾と削除に終わる想定もまた、(16)と解釈される。(16)の想定は、最初の segment で否定されるだ
けでなく、but の手続き的意味によってもまた、否定される。 
(16) He is clever. 
それに対して、Schourup(2005:95)では、(12b)の correction(修正)の読みが排除されるのは、先行
部分を肯定するならば、聞き手が he is clever を he is hardworking によって置きかえることはない
からとなる。つまり、先行部分を肯定したならば、he is clever という想定には結びつかないことに






(17) The speaker of (13) can be expected to drink the whisky that is being offered.   








の一方で、Schourup(2005:93-94)は、(15)の先行部分の I had an excellent lobster は主観的な感想
であり、それを肯定することが難しいため、容認可能性が下がると述べている。そして、この主観的
は I had an excellent lobster を削除すれば、however の使用に何の問題もなくなると述べている。
このような容認可能性の変化を Blakemore (2002)はとらえることができない。 
 but と however 違いについてまとめると、but と however は矛盾と削除の手続き的意味を共有してい
るが、however には第二の制約として文脈指定があるということになる。 
(18) but と however の共有する手続き的意味 
文脈効果の種類についての制約：ある想定の矛盾と削除 
(19) However の第二の制約 
 先行する談話セグメントの明示的内容を肯定すると同時に、その肯定内容に対して、矛盾想定
を推論的に結びつける。                                        (Schourup 2005:102)         
 
3.2. still と yet の先行研究 
関連性理論に基づき、Higashimori (1992:347-350) は but のほかに still、yet を分析している。最
初に、3.2.1.で still について、次に、3.2.2 で yet について取り上げる。 
 
3.2.1. still の手続き的意味 
Still は denial of expectation（予測の打ち消し）と聞き手または話し手の reminder（思い出させ
るための合図）という手続き的意味を持っているという。そして、Reminder Use には次の 2 つがある
と述べている。(Higashimori 1992:347-348) 
(20) a. Still as a reminder to the hearer of what he already knows or believes 
     b. Still as a reminder to the speaker of what he already knows or believes 
(Higashimori 1992:347) 
(20a)に関する例が(21)である。 
(21) It’s raining; still, we must go out.                           (op.cit:346) 
Higashimori(1992)によれば、still はちょうど denial of expectation（予測の打ち消し）のように、
第二の命題(the second proposition)が最初の節の文脈含意(implication)を否定する。これは but
との共通点だと述べている。But と still の違いは still には ii に示されるような聞き手の認知的前
提条件が含まれていなければならない点だ。 
(22) i. Context for interpreting the first conjunct: 
 If it is raining, we normally don’t have to go out. 
ii. You already know that we have to go out. 
iii. The second conjunct: we have to go out.               (ibid.) 
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次に、(20b)に関する例が(23)になる。 
(23) John’s a strange guy.  Still, I like him.         (Schourup & Waida 1988:202) 
Higashimori (1992:348) は denial of expectation（予測の打ち消し）として、第二の命題と最初の
節の文脈含意が命題全体を矛盾させると述べている。Higashimori (1992:348)はさらに but との違い
は still は（ii）に示される話し手の前もっての認識が必要な点だと述べている。 
(24) i.  Context for interpreting the first conjunct: 
 If he is strange guy, I don’t like John. 
 ii. I already know or believe that I like John. 
iii.  the second conjunct: I like John             (Higashimori 1992:348) 
 
3.2.2. yet の手続き的意味 
Higashimori(1992:348-350) によれば、yet は denial of expectation に関わる手続き的意味と聞き
手が先行部分と前提の結論の依存関係を強く信じていることを示す文脈指定を持っている。 Yet が
acceptable になるのは、次のような文脈である。 
(25) Hearer’s belief in strong dependency between the antecedent and the consequent of the 
premise.                                                   (Higashimori 1992:349) 
Higashimori (1992:348) は still が unacceptable で、yet が acceptable になる例を挙げている。 
(26) He knew Conrad had told him the truth.  It was so.  Yet / *Still it wasn’t so.  It wasn’t 
so because it couldn’t be so.                      (Konig & Traugott 1982:175) 
Higashimori (1992:350)によれば、still が使われる場合は聞き手が前もって Conrad would not tell 
him the truth.（コンラッドは彼に真実を話さなかった。） 信じている文脈になっている時だ。しか
し、先行部分の it was so は Conrad told him the truth（コンラッドが彼に真実を話した。）という
意味であり、完全に矛盾しています。故に、発話全体の解釈は相いれない。そのようなわけで still
は不適切となる。その一方で、yet は聞き手が仮定(the premise)の前提(the antecedent)と結論(the 
consequent)の繋がりが強いと信じているので、適切となる。 
(27)  i. Context for interpreting the first (conjunct): 
If he knew Conrad told him the truth, then it must always be true. 
 ii.  You believe this premise is strong. <i.e. the dependency between (he knew Conrad 
told him the truth) and (it must always be true) is strong.> 
 iii. Context for interpreting the second conjunct: If it wasn’t so, then it cannot always 
be true.                             (Higashimori 1992:349) 
 
3.3. 問題点 
However、Still、yet は等位接続詞の but や and と共起可能であるが、それはなぜか。それらが共通






(35) １．but は手続き的意味をもつ。 
２．still, yet は概念的意味を持つ。 
３．However は概念的意味を持つ。また、文頭以外では、部分的に強調する。 
そうすると、but still, but yet という連鎖は but の手続き的意味と still や yet の概念的意味の連
鎖となり、問題がない。それぞれの機能に異なっている点があるため、連鎖が可能になっていると考
えられる。それでは、3.4.1.で still の概念的意味について、3,4.2 で yet の概念的意味について、
そして、however の概念的意味について 3.4.3 で見ていく。 
 
3.4.1. Still の概念的意味 
still の概念的意味とは何でしょうか？Still の概念的意味として、Crupi (2004)説を取り上げる。 
Crupi (2004:138)は still の接続詞と副詞の用法を含めた core meaning は次のようなものだと述べて
いる。 
(38) Still introduces information that is contrary to the most recent contextual assumptions, 
but connected to information that has been presented at some earlier point in the text 
or to common knowledge already available to the reader.       (Crupi 2004:120) 
(39) Conjunctive use of still produces the message effect END DETOUR.           (ibid.) 
(40)  Still in both its adverbial and conjunctive roles demonstrates a contrast semantic value 
of CONTINUATION, NO CHANGE.                                       (Crupi 2004:136) 
この分析の優れているところは、接続詞として分類されることもある文頭位置だけでなく、副詞とし





3.4.2. Yet の概念的意味 
Yet の概念的意味として、Crupi (2004)説を取り上げる。 Crupi (2004:120)は yet の接続詞と副詞の
用法を含めた the basic meaning(基本的な意味)は書き手のコミュニケーションの目的にとって重要
である対比を強調すると述べている。 




(46) 1. Both components of the contrast must be explicitly present in a text containing yet 
in order for that context to be characterized as conjunctive. 
2. Where only one component of an implied contrast is present in the text, yet is ranked 
as an adverb.                                                    (op.cit.:163) 
(47) Yet will occur more frequently than but or still in contexts where both information A and 
information B receive additional elaboration in the subsequent text. 
          (op.cit.:156) 
Crupi(2004:127)は、yet が重要性を与える対比の性質によって、さまざまなメッセージ（予想、驚き、





3.4.3. However の概念的意味 
Ouirk (1985:641)に基づき、however は However true that may be という概念的意味を持つと考える。 
(51) He didn’t like the food.  However, [However true that may be], he didn’t complain about 




意しているため、Blakemore や Schourup のように第二の制約を必要としない。 
(52) However の第二の制約 
 先行する談話セグメントの明示的内容を肯定すると同時に、その肯定内容に対して、矛盾想定
を推論的に結びつける。                                        (Schourup 2005:102) 
but と however の共起の問題については、but however の場合は、but の手続き的意味と however
の概念的意味が導く推論の過程が似ているため、容認可能性の度合いが落ちると考えられる。しかし、
howeverは butにはない強調にかかわる機能を持っているため、くだけた会話などの場面では、however
と but の共起が容認されると考えられる。 
(53) a *You can phone the doctor if you like, but, however, I very much doubt whether you will 
get him to come out on a Saturday night.  
   b. ?You can phone the doctor if you like, but I very much doubt, however, whether you 
will get him to come out on a Saturday night.            (Quirk et al. 1985:646) 
(54b)の例では、however が文中に生起することにより、何が強調されているかを見つけやすくしてい
るので、容認可能性が上がると考えられる。 
